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FOREWORD 


I introduce this work to the academic world with pleasure 
and confidence. Dr. Nandita Banerjee’s work on logical fallacies. 


as developed in the Navya Nyāya school is really a solid contri- 
bution on a comparative study in Indian Logic and modern 
logical thoughts of the West. It has successfully and brilliantly 
tackled a logical problem which has been intensively studied 
and elaborated in India for several centuries without break. The 
technicalities of the Navya Nyāya language have scared away 
soft intellect, particularly in modern age which prefers the line 
of least resistance and avoids abstruse problems. 


I admire the authoress for her courage and intellectual 
stamina. She has faithfully assessed the abstract speculations 
of Indian logicians and presented them in a modern language 
calculated to stimulate the interest of modern students of logic: 
both in the East and the West. 


The pivotal problem of the universal proposition and the 
minor premiss in inference deeply exercised the minds of the 
school of Dianaga and Dharmakirti. After the destruction of 
Buddhist universities by the Turks, the problem was freshly 
studied by the Brahmin logicians of Mithila and later on of 
Navadvipa in Bengal. The study of Navya Nyāya is now 
practically approaching extinction. 


The present writer has done the yeoman's service in salvag- 
ing these old thoughts in the idiom of modern logic and making 
them sufficiently intelligible to the modern mind. She has 
demonstrated the depth and subtleties of Indian thinkers, who 
were not dissuaded by political vicissitudes from their intellect- 
ual pursuits. I trust that the present doldrums will pass away 
in due course and the academic world both in the East and the 
West will address itself to the eternal problems of logical 
thought. India’s contributions will then receive due appreci- 


ation. 
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Dr. Nandita Banerjee’s work is expected to be hailed as a 
pioneer attempt in this field. It will not be too much to hope 
that it will stimulate fresh study in the modern academies. I 
congratulate the young authoress on her success and intellectual 
courage. I bestow my blessings on her and pray for her long 
life of academic pursuits so that she may enrich the intellectual 
atmosp here by further contributions. 


SATKARI MOOKERJEE 
Calcutta, 23-10-76 
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PREFACE 


This work mainly embodies the thesis entitled, ‘The 
Problems of Hetvābhāsa in Navya Nyāya”, which was approv- 
ed for the Ph.D (Arts) degree of Jadavpur University, Calcutta. 
It is presented here with some additions and alterations which 
have been felt necessary to make it more presentable for 
publication. In the process I have tried to accommodate some 
valuable suggestions from some learned critics who kindly went 
through the copy before the print. 


I take this opportunity to express my respectful gratitude to 
that great savant Professor Satkari Mookerjee, the doyen of 
Anglo-Sanskrit scholarship, for his kind words of encouraging 
appreciation embodied in the foreword to this book ; to my 
respected teacher and supervisor of my thesis, Professor 
Ramaranjan Mukherji, Vice-chancellor, Burdwan University and 
Head of the Department of Sanskrit (on lien), Jadavpur Univer- 
sity, for all he has done to promote my academic career ; to my 
respected teacher Professor Gopikamohan Bhattacharya, Head 
of the Department of Sanskrit, Kurukshetra University, who 
inspired my initial interest in Indian Logic, for his immensely 
valuable advice and high appreciation ; to my respected teacher 
Sri Bidhubhushan Bhattacharya for the kind help he has often 
rendered me by his expert and versatile knowledge ; to Professor 


Siddheswar Bhattacharya, formerly, Head of the Department of 


Sanskrit, Benares Hindu University and Visvabharati University, 
for his kind appreciation and constructive suggestions. 


I can never say too much of what my father, Sri Hemanta 
Kumar Ganguli, has done for the advancement of my education 
and academic life. But paternal affection is too deep to be 
measured by thanks and too soft to be burdened by expressions 


of gratitude from a daughter. 
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I offer sincere and grateful thanks to all my teachers, 
colleagues, friends and well-wishers for their kind words of 
inspiration and encouragement. 


I am grateful to Sri Subas Dutta of the administrative office, 
Jadavpur University, for his unstinted labour in making a 
beautiful type-script out of a not-too-handsome handscript ; 


—To Sri Shyamapada Bhattacharya of Sanskrit Pustak 
Bhandar for daringly undertaking the publication of this book 
which does not hold much promise of profit in these days when 
interest in Sanskritic studies in general and Navya Nyāya in 
particular is fading fast ; ' 


—And to Sri Suresh Dutta of Modern Printers for his un- 
grudging labour in supervising the work through the press. 


My inexperience in proof-reading has been responsible for 
some unfortunate printing mistakes creeping into the body of 
the book for which I tender sincere apology to the well-meaning 
readers who are requested to kindly take notice of the 
corrigenda placed at the end. 


Department 
of Sanskrit 
Jadavpur University NANDITÀ BANDYOPADHYAY 
Calcutta, 
Ist January, 1977. 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


CONTENTS 


FOREWORD 
PREFACE 
INTRODUCTION 


CHAPTER—I: General Definition 


Section—I 
The First Definition 


Section—II 
Meaning of Yathartha 


Section—TII 
The Second Definition 


Section—IV 
Raghunātha's Višistāntarāghatita 
Definition ( The Law of Sufficiency) 


Section—V 
Some Minor Modifications 


Section—VI 
The Definition favoured by 
Raghunatha 


CHAPTER—II: Savyabhicaratva— 
Violation of the Major Premise 
Section—l 
Meaning of Anaikantikatva— 
Non-Exclusive Disjunction 


Section—II 
Some Definitions Examined 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


51-58 


58-68 


69-110 


69-74 


Ti 


74-84 


Page 
Section—IJI 
Final Decision on the 
Definition of Savyabhicāra oe 84-89 


Section—IV 
Sadharanatva—Commonness of 
the Probans in Contradictory 


Predications x 89-95 
Section—V 

Asadharanatva—Exclusive 

Confinement to the Minor Term ei 96-100 


Section—VI 
Anupasamharitva—Inconclusiv- 
ness from Ali-comprehensiveness gas 100-110 


CHAPTER—III: Viruddhatva— 
Absolute Contradiction of 


the Major Premise sxe : 111-122 
CHAPTER—IV: Satpratipaksatva 
(Antinomy) šīs 123-141 
Section—I e 
The Traditional Nyāya-View "s 123-130 
Section-—II 
The View of Ratnakosakāra S 130-136 
Section—III 
Dharmakirti on Satpratipaksa s 137-141 
CHAPTER—V : Asiddhi—Violation 
of the Minor Premise v 142-156 
Section—I 
The General Definition mis 142-146 


Section—II : 
Vyāpyatvāsiddhi Ee 146-156 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


CHAPTER—VI: Badha—Absolute 


Direct Contradiction of the 
Conclusion 

Section—I 

The Nyāya-View 

Section—II 

Gangesa’s Own View 

Section—II1 

Raghunatha’s Own View 


Section—IV 
The Buddhist Objection 
Against Badha 


Section—V 
Raghunatha’s Example of 
Unmixed Badha 


APPENDIX 


Section—I 
Dharmakīrti and Dinnāga on 
Fallacies 


Section—II 

Classification of Fallacies in 
Nyāyapraveša 

Corrigenda 

Abbreviations 

Glossary 

Bibliography 


Page 


157-180 
157-162 
162-165 


165-168 
168-77 : 


177-183 


184-197 
184-189 


189-197 


199 
200 
201-202 
203-206 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


INTRODUCTION 


This dissertation is a modest attempt to clarify the diflicult 
logical concepts involved in the different definitions of /etvà- 
bhāsa, both in the general and the special definitions, which have 
been proposed and examined by Gangeša and Raghunātha. 
This is an attempt to interpret in a modern language, and par- 
tially in a modern method, the abstruse notions of logical 
fallacies which are couched in a formidable array of Navya- 
Nyāya technicalities. The Aetvābhāsas, or the fallacies of the 
middle term, are the logical fallacies in the proper sense of the 
term, because they are primarily concerned with the improper 
application of the hetu, the ‘reason’, the middle term, which 
occupies the pivotal position in syllogistic deduction. 


In the very first general definition of hetvabhasa Gangesa 
introduces a highly significant correlative notion of truth and 
falsity the importance of which extends beyond logic to the 
domain of general philosophy. Gangeša says that the fault of 
the probans or the middle term lies in its being the object of a 
valid contradictory propositional knowledge. On the face of it 
the definition appears puzzling indeed, since it suggests some 
such second-tier super-proposition as—*'A false proposition is 
the object of the valid knowledge of a true proposition". Appar- 
ently it is an enigmatic statement. But what Gangeša really 
suggests is not so baffling as it appears in our extreme form of 
the super-statement. In the world of facts there is no such 
object which may be called a ‘false fact. A fact is what it is, 
and by itself is neither true nor false. So a false proposition 
does not correspond to a ‘false fact’, but a true proposition 
corresponds to a fact. Hence we face a very pertinent question, 
— what does then make a false proposition false? GangeSa’s 
first general definition of hetvabhasa suggests an answer to this 
fundamental question of logic and philosophy, and we are 
pleasantly surprised to find that Gangesa’s suggestion has been 
amply confirmed by Bertrand Russell in his ‘Philosophy of 


Logical Atomism’. 
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Let us take the following from Russell's siles of 
Logical Atomism (Logic and Knowledge, pp. 183—84)—'*When 
we speak falsely it is an objective fact that makes what we say 
false, and it is an objective fact which makes what we say true 
when we speak truly. ...It is obvious that there is not a dualism 
of true and false facts ; there are only just facts....A fact cannot 
be either true or false". A false statement can be pronounced 
false only in so far as there is a true statement which we know 
to be true. Thus it is the true statement that operates as the 


falsifier. of a false statement. It is the valid knowledge of a 


true statement which acts as the invalidator of the invalid know- 
ledge. In this sense the truth of the contradictory statement 
constitutes the falsity of the false statement, the validity of the 
contradictory knowledge constitutes the invalidity of an invalid 
knowledge. This means that a false proposition necessarily 
entails a true proposition, an invalid knowledge necessarily 
entails a valid knowledge. This fundamental notion of the 
correlation of falsity and truth is found operating in Gangeša's 
general definition of fietvābhāsa :—*A wrong reason. is the 
object of a valid contradictory knowledge". 


Since there is no false fact it is nonsense to say that a true 
fact contradicts a false fact. This consideration has led G 


to proceed up to the level of knowledge in order to fix tl 


hé con- 
tradiction. Suppose ‘A is B' is a false proposition. Its falsity is 


determined by the true proposition ‘A is not-B'. When I say, 
A is not-B' contradicts 'A is B', the eontradiction must figure 
in my knowledge. The mere existence of 
corresponding to *A is not 
ed, does not contradict a 


angesa 


must be entertained in 
wledge of the true proposi- 
e invalid knowledge of the 
: ition e proposition figuring as the 
object of invalid knowledge is only an epistemic object- 


ice to an objecti 
of fact. bjective structure 
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In this context a distinction should be made between logical 
implication and epistemic implication. In a pair of contradi- 
ctories such as,—p (i.e., A is B) and not-p (i.e,, A is not-B), it is 
true that the truth of p logically implies the falsity of not-p. But 
it is not an epistemic implication. To say and know it to be 
true that the child is crying one need only look at the fact, but 
need not necessarily entertain in knowledge the logical eguivalent 
that, ‘(the child is not crying) is false.” But to say and know it 
to be false that the child is not crying, one must have the pre- 
established knowledge that it is true that the child is crying. One 
must look at the fact and confidently entertain in knowledge 
the truth of the proposition, ‘the child is crying’, before enterta- 
ing and asserting the falsity of the proposition, ‘the child is not 
crying’. Thus what is true may be known and asserted to be 
true without reference to what is false. But what is false cannot 
be known and asserted to be false without reference to what is 
true. This shows that a false proposition both logically and 
epistemically implies a contradictory true proposition, while a 
true proposition, only logically, but not epistemically, impliesia a 
contradictory false proposition. 


This difference follows from the consideration that a false 
proposition does not directly correspond to a fact. Correspon- 
dence means *artha-sārūpya"" or *vigaya-sárüpya', i.e., structural 
resemblance between propositional knowledge and its factual 
object. Hence it is the valid knowledge of a true proposition 
which possesses the correspondence, but not the invalid 
knowledge of a false proposition. It is true that the same fact 
which makes a true proposition true also makes its contradictory 
false. But that does not mean that the false proposition corres- 
ponds to the fact. A false proposition has only an indirect: 
reference to the fact through the valid knowledge of the true 
proposition which corresponds to the fact and contradicts the 
false proposition. Thus the fact falsifies a false proposition 
only finally, but not directly. The direct and immediate falsifier- 
ofa false proposition is the valid knowledge of an acceptedly: 
true contradictory proposition which corresponds to the fact. 
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Without taking all these into consideration one cannot 
reasonably account for the spectacular definition of fallacy that 
has been proposed by Gaūgeša, namely,—The faultof a probans 
is its being the object of a contradictory valid knowledge which 
inhibits an inference. In other words, the invalidity of an assu- 
med probans is the very validity of a contradictory knowledge 
which successfully resists the inference concerned. and exposes 
the incapacity of the probans to lead to the desired conclusion. 


A false inference is a false knowledge the falsity of which is 
determined by the valid knowledge of a true proposition, This 
is the significance of the expression yathārthajītāna-visayatva 
appearing as a constituent of the first general definition of 
hetvabhasa. Thus in the false inference—'*the pitcher is perma- 
nent, because it is knowable (ghatah nityah prameyatvāt)” its 
fault or falsity is constituted by the true proposition, “there are 
knowables without being permanent”, which figures as the 
object-content of a valid knowledge that contradicts the invalid 
knowledge of the falsely assumed major premise—*whatever is 
knowable is permanent". In this way the fault of this false 
inference is the true proposition,—*'there are knowables which 
are nol permanent”, —{(nityatvé bhavavisistaprameya)-tvavan 
ghatadih} vyabhicaradosah]. This central notion that a false 
Proposition always entails a true Proposition and that in this 
sense the very falsity of the false Proposition is constituted by 
the truth of a true contradictory proposition, operates as a 


This correlative notion of 
both to logic and Philosophy. 


ain, 
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this fundamental notion of truth has prompted the half-hearted 
empiricist Russell to declare that absolute empiricism is unten- 
able. The entailment of truth by falsity has led Russell to make 
the interesting observation that even a liar tells alie in the 
expectation that his lying statement will be accepted as true by 
others ; thus truth is the rule and lie the exception (Inquirv into 
Meaning and Truth, p. 28). 


In the field of false inference the probans or hetu itself is 
affected by the truth of the contradictory proposition entertained 
as the object-content of a valid contradictory knowledge. To 
know that a true proposition contradicts a false proposltion, 
i.e., to make contradiction itself appear as an object of know- 
ledge, it is necessary to weigh together two contradictory pro- 
positions, the true and the false, in a single composite structure 
of knowledge. If the two propositions completely live apart in 
two completely dissociated structures of knowledge, how can we 
balance the one against the other and show that the one is false 
by virtue of the truth of the other ? Hence to know and pro- 
nounce the contradiction, the false and the true propositions 
must be somehow associated together in a single composite 
structure of knowledge in which the falsity of the one is brought 
into bold relief against the truth of the other. 


Raghunātha and his commentators have not clearly explained 
the nature of this associated knowledge, but have remained 
content with the relational concept of *ekajfianavisayatva' which 
literally means that the wrong probans, somehow being associa- 
ted with the valid contradictory knowledge, figures as an object- 
content of that knowledge along with the true proposition. The 
expression 'ekajitānavigayatva” may be translated as ‘cognitive 
co-contentiveness’, i.e., the wrong probans and the true contra- 
dictory proposition should somehow appear as co-contents in a 
single knowledge-complex. In this way even the wrong probans 
is invaded by the objective referent of the valid contradictory 
knowledge through this relation of co-contentiveness. The basic 
reason behind the assumption of this particular relation may be 
unfolded through the interpretatation that has been offered 
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above and will be offered again in some details in the first 
chapter of this dissertation. 


Anyway, what is false, to be known as false, must be 
contrasted against what is true and known as true. This requ- 
ires such a composite super-knowledge as,—‘“‘This is true and 
this is false”. Thus the false proposition to be pronounced false 
must someway or other become the object of a valid knowledge 
through the relation of co-contentiveness. The probans posses- 
Sing the pivotal importance in a syllogism must itself be vitiated 
by the falsity of the inference. If this is so, the wrong probans 
itself cannot remain dissociated from the contradictory valid 
knowledge that pronounces the inference as false. For the 
sake of association we require some such knowledge-complex,— 
“The contradictory of a premise, or of the conclusion, is estab- 
lished as true ; and so the probans is misapplied". The tradi- 
tional interpretation of this association has been questioned in 
the first chapter as being inadequate. 


In the second general definition, the Nyāya position that 
there cannot be a ‘false fact’ is underlined by dropping the 
word ‘yathartha’ (valid) which figures in the first definition. It 
shows that the notion of validity of the contradictory may 
operate from the background without needing its express men- 
tion in the body of the definition itself. Somebody may falsely 
entertain a contradictory false Proposition as true, and as a 
result even a true inference may be inhibited through a false 
contradiction, Thus if we confine our consideration to contra- 
diction alone there is danger of even a valid inference bein 
Pronounced invalid. The word ‘yathartha’ in the first definition 
Was inserted to stave off such an unwelcome logical possibilit 
It goes to the credit of Raghunātha to show that this d 
purpose may be served even without the term ‘yathartha’ The 
false proposition ‘A js not-B’ has a false Structure in t] e : 
p the predicate is falsely predicated of the subject coc 
object of a contradictory knowledge we mean a fact repre- 


ae in Such a proposition as in which the predicate is objecti- 
y or factually predicated of a subject ( visistavisayakatva) 
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The false proposition ‘A is not-B’, though entertained as true, 
does not possess this ‘factive’ objectivity. Hence in such a 
case there is no real contradiction, because the contradictory 
does not correspond to a real object. 


Raghunatha’s position will be elaborately explained in the 
third section of the first chapter. What may be pointed out 
here is that the impossibility of a ‘false fact’ is the central 
notion working behind Raghunātha's preference for the second 
definition. There is no objective fact to which the false propo- 
sition ‘A is not-B' may correspond, and this is enough to 
preclude the case of a false contradiction. 


In the fourth section of the first chapter one will find the 
formulation of the Law of Sufficiency to explain and reinforce 
Raghunatha’s ‘visistantaraghatita’-definition and also Gadā- 
dhara’s ‘visistadvayaghatita’-modification. 


After explaining, examining and modifying the general 
definitions proposed by Gangeša, Raghunātha virtually comes 
to the decision that a real general decisive definition of hetva- 
bhasa is hardly possible. At least this seems to us to be the 
keynote of the definition finally favoured by Raghunatha— 
—“yavanto dosah sambhavanti tāvadanyānyatvam hetvābhā- 
satvam", which finally turns out to mean that a hetvabhasa is 
any one among all faults that are possible in a particular case 
of inference. In the last section of the first chapter this defini- 
tion has been subjected to elaborate criticism in order to show 
that this cannot be a real definition and that this is only an 
indirect admission of the impossibility of a real definition. 


The next five chapters deal with the five broad types of 
hetvābhāsa coming down from the tradition of Gautama. While 
going to explain the general definitions of savyabhicara we have 
explained at length the meaning of the term ‘anaikantika’ and 
have attempted to show how through their clear interpretation 
of this term Vātsyāyana, Uddyotakara, Dharmakirti and 
Dharmottara anticipated the notions of exclusive and inclu- 
sive disjunction with which we are familiar in modern logic. 
The disjunction,—[(x is y) or (x is not-y)] becomes inclusive if 
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xis y for some values of x, and not-y for some other values. 
Such an inclusive disjunction constitutes the vyabhicara hetvā- 
bhāsa directly affecting the major premise which requires—*'x is 


y for all values of x". It has been shown how all the three 


types of savyabhicara are finally invaded by the shadow of an 
inclusive disjunction. 


In bādha and satpratipaksa, after detailed examination of the 
respective positions of Gangesa and Raghunātha, we have finally 
upheld the standpoint of Dharmakirti who has, we think, 
advanced almost insurmountable objections against bādha and 
satpratipaksa being counted as independent types of hetvabhasa. 
In this context we have explained also the VaiSesika standpoint, 
especially strengthened by Vallabhācārya who in his objections 


against badha and satpratipaksa roughly follows the footsteps of 
Dharmakirti. 


But granted that satpratipaksa may be accepted as an inde- 
pendent logical fallacy, we have balanced the views of Gafgesa 
and Ratnakosakāra and have found the balance tilting in favour 
of the latter. Some expressions of Ganūgeša himself. ; Such as 


‘kimatra tattvam iti jijñāsā’, have compromised his own 
position. If satpratipaksa or antinomical confrontation results 


» how can we then escape 


antinomy 
does not result in the total blockade of cOnclusion, but does 


result in some conclusion in the form of a disjunctive doubt 
such as [either (A is B) or (A is not-B) is true] ? 


The concluding section of our di 
examines Raghunātha's wellknown 
mixed badha, namely, ‘utpattikalay 
prthvītvāt'. It has been shown ho 


scussion on badha elaborately 
Instance of asamkirna or un- 
acchinnah ghatah gandhavan 
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The chapter placed as an appendix deals with some obser- 
vations of Dharmakirti and with the classification of hetvabhasas 
given in the Nyāyapraveša which is sometimes ascribed to 
Dinniga. The six types of anaikantika have been rearranged in 
order to show the descending order of the range of violation 
involved in a faulty universal major premise. Among the four 
types of viruddha the last two types, namely, dharmisvariipavipar- 
ītasādhana and dharmivišesaviparītasādhana, have been shown 
to be thoroughly unconvincing instances of hetvabhasa. The 
examples of hetvabhasas given in the Nyāyapraveša and the 
Nyāyabindu are sometimes interesting, because they are mostly 
concerned with showing the inadequacy of logic behind the 
philosophical positions of the opponents of Buddhist philosophy. 
Thus though Dharmakirti does not recognise satpratipaksa or 
antinomy as a separate logical fallacy, yet he goes out to 
support Dinnāga's inclusion of the same in his scheme on the 
following ground :—It is sometimes necessary to block the un- 
tenable propositions of the dogmatic systems. With this consi- 
deration in view the Ācārya has included ‘viruddhavyabhicarin’ 
(satpratipaksa) in his scheme, though this fallacy easily passes 
into the fold of anaikāntika or asiddha. To show āšrayāsiddhi 
the Buddhists do not resort to such extreme and absurd 
examples as sky-lotus or golden mountain, but to such a pro- 
position as, *akasam dravyam", which is disputed by those who 
do not recognise 'àkasa' as a substantive reality. 


This dissertation is mainly concerned with an interpretative 
discussion on the general and special concepts of logical falla- 
cies as they have been developed by Gaņgeša and Raghunātha. 
I have marked the continuity from the old Nyāya to the Navya 
Nyàya and have also noted the points of departure that have 
gone to enrich the latter. The Buddhist position has come up 
for discussion only in so far as it is demanded by the principal 
context. In elaborating the Buddhist standpoint I have drawn 
heavily upon Dharmakīrti's Hetubindu and Arcata's commen- 
tary thereon. This dissertation is perhaps the first attempt at 
elaborating and interpreting in a modern language, partially in 
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a modern method, the abstruse Navya-Nyāya concepts of 
hetvābhāsa involved in the penetrating discussions of Gangeša 
and Raghunatha. I have tried my best within the limited 
compass of my knowledge and capacity; and it is for the 
learned critics to measue the amount of my success or failure, 
and to offer suggestions for improvement of the interpretation 
that I have humbly attempted. 


E 


CHAPTER—I 
GENERAL DEFINITION 


Section I 
THE FIRST DEFINITION 


GangeSa’s first general definition of *hetvābhāsa” runs as 
follows :— 
“anumiti- kāraņībhūtābhāva - pratiyogi -yathartha -jfianavi - 
sayatvam” 
(A. C. G.—p. 1580) 


[The fault of a middle term is its being the object of some 
valid knowledge which is the counter-correlate (pratiyogin) of 
such an absence as is a causal condition of inference.] 


An obstacle to an effect is that the absence of which is a 
necessary causal condition of the effect. The obstacle is thus 
the counter-correlate of such an absence (kāraņībhūtābhāva- 
pratiyogitvam pratibandhakatvam). Ifsome valid knowledge. 
stands as an obstacle to an inference it is by definition the 
counter-correlate of such an absence as is neccssary for the 
inference to be validly possible. The presence of such a valid 
knowledge as is the counter-correlate of such an absence 
invalidates or inhibits the possible inference, and holds by im- 
plication that the probans (middle term) is incapable of leading 
to the desired conclusion. In this sense the fault of the probans 
consists in its being the object of a valid knowledge which 
as a valid contradiction invalidates the inference under 
consideration. 

Suppose somebody argues :—the lake has fire, because it 
has smoke. It is already established by perception that a lake 
has no fire, or, is the locus of the absence of fire. This valid 
nerceptual congition, or this inductive generalisation based on 
perception, stands in crying contradiction to the supposed 
inferential knowledge, since by definition the probans cannot 


oS 
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co-exist in the same locus along with the absence of the pro- 
bandum (major term). 


Now a question naturally arises, —How “the lake having the 
absence of fire (vahnyabhāvavān hradah)”, which is the object 
of the contradictory valid knowledge, constitutes the fault 
of the middle term. According to the definition of ‘hetvabhasa’ 
the probans, to become faulty, should be the object of the 
contradictory valid knowledge. But the probans *dhüma' does 
not figure in the object-content of the valid knowledge that a 
lake has no fire. To obviate this difficulty the Naiyāyikas have 
proposed a relation called *ekajfianavisayatva' or cognitive co- 
contentiveness, i.e., *being the object of the same knowledge'. 
The idea behind this supposition may be analysed as follows :— 


The valid contradiction of the inferential conclusion success- 
fully counters the syllogism as a whole. The counter-knowledge, 
"a lake has no fire", counters not only the conclusive proposi- 
tion, *the lake has fire", but also the entire syllogism which 
thoroughly falls through. As such it also counters the probans 
*dhüma" by showing up its ineffectiveness as the middle term. 
Hence tp know that a lake has no fire, in the context of the 
syllogism concerned, is the same as to know, or is logically 
equivalent to the knowledge, that the probans is incapable of 
leading to the conclusion which in definitely controverted by the 

Knowledge ofa universally accepted valid contradictory pro- 
Position. Strictly speaking, this is an implicatory knowledge 
Thus by implication the object of contradiction extends dis 
the probans. In this sense of logical equivalence the contra- 


and the proposition, 
€ the objects of a total 
ans itself figures in the 


^, and the implicatory kno 


equivalence which has 
d by the absence of fire”, 
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and 'dhüma' figuring as the probans. Thus the fault of the 
middle term rests in the ‘falsifying’ capacity of a true proposi- 
tion the knowledge of which validly contradicts or inhibits an 
inference. A proposition can be declared false, or, a knowledge 
invalid, only in so far as there is some contradictory valid 
knowledge corresponding to a contradictory true proposition. 
The true proposition is the falsifying proposition and the valid 
knowledge is the invalidating knowledge. It is the truth of 
another proposition which is the fault of a false proposition ; 
it is the validity of another knowledge which is the fault of an 
invalid knowledge. A false proposition implies a true propo- 
sition ; an invalid knowledge implies a valid knowledge. This 
relation of implication between falsity and truth is the deeper 
logical and epistemic significance of Gangeša's definition of 
*hetvabhasa'. 


It is doubtful if the traditionalist interpretation of *ekajiana- 
visayatva' is sufficient to explain the association between the 
middle term and the fault of the inference. Let us again state 
problem :— 


Here is a fallacious inference—**whatever has smoke has 
fire ; the lake has smoke ; therefore the lake has fire." Even 
leaving aside the falsity of the minor premise, the conclusion 
looks absurd on the very face of it, because it is immediately 
blocked by the true contradictory proposition, **the lake has 
no fire", which is the object of a valid knowledge. .Hence 
this true contradictory proposition constitutes the fault of the 
false inferential conclusion. Let the false proposition be called 
p, and the true not-p. It is agreed that not-p is the fault of p. 
That means that both p and not-p must figure as co-contents 
(ekajitāna-visaya) under such a single second tier valid cognition 
- as,—‘p is false, because not-p is true’. In this way p also be- 
comes the object of a valid cognition that impedes an inference. 
The question is,—then how does not-p become the fault of the 
middle term ‘smoke’ which is not the object of such a contra- 
dictory valid knowledge as has been shown above. Yet the 
definition requires that *smoke' too must be an object of valid 
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contradiction, because it is the fault of the probans (or faulty 
probans) which is intended to be defined. 


To remove this difficulty the traditionatists are found to 
explain the matter in this way—"The lake having absence 
of fire (i.e. not-p, the fault) and the probans ‘smoke’ are taken 
together as co-contents in a single collective cognition (samūhā- 
lambana jiiana). Thus in this relation of cognitive co-conten- 
tiveness (ekajfiana-visayatva) the probans ‘smoke’ also becomes 
associated with the fault, i.e. not-p. So the probans is faulty, 
being the object of a single valid collective cognition along 
with not-p that contradicts p. 


But this traditional explanation creates difficulty in another 
way. A collective cognition is a cognition having for its 
objects two or more distinct and separate contents taken 
together in a single collection. Over and above the relation 
of being co-contents of the same cognition these distinct 
contents hold no other relation among themselves. It is not a 
*visistajfiana" (knowledge of a qualified content) of the type, *the 
mountain has fire.’ Here ‘mountain’ and ‘fire’ are not simply 
distinct and separate co-contents of the same knowledge, 
because what we know here is not simply *mountain and fire," 
but fire as being predicated of mountain. The knowledge qus 
not grasp the two terms as such, but grasps the' predicational 
nee between the terms. What we get here is a qualifica- 
i ; : : EU 
E port t being predicatively qualified. 
cr im SB E different from the collective 

in ain and this is fire." 
tos rod isa true proposition which contra 
Toposition ‘this is not-fire’ 
the fault of the ae p a aka Prud ve e. 
its Co-contentive association with the aul thi E TE is 
Proposition, *This is mountain" also becomes fi S = 
patently absurd. The property of **being th rs Y : ut S 
to one associate cannot be imposed or āra Ee 
sımply through the relation of cogniti DUM AIT 

gnitīve co-contentiveness. 


Now suppose 
dicts the false 
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We may take a boy and his old father in a collective vision, 


but itis too fantastic to suggest that thereby the boy also 
has taken on the infirmity of his father. 


“The mountain has fire, because it has smoke” is a correct 
inference, while “The mountain has donkey because it has 
smoke” is a wrong inference. The fault of the inference lies 
in the true proposition that there is smoke even in the absence 
of the donkey, which contradicts the false ma,or premise— 
“wherever there is smoke there is donkey". Now let us have 
a collective cognition taking together the probans ‘smoke’ (in 
the correct inference) and the proposition, “Smoke exists in 
the absence of donkey”, which falsifies the wrong inference. 
Now should we say that by virtue of 'ekajfianavisayatva' 
the correct probans ‘smoke’ in the first inference is also 
vitiated by the fault of ‘vyabhicara’ {violation of the 
major premise)? Certainly not. Hence it is suggested that 
in fixing the fault on the probans our attention should be 
limited to the valid contradiction of the particular inference 
involving the particular probans in relation to the particular 
probandum and the particular minor term. Thus the valid 
contradictory proposition, ‘‘smoke exists in the absence of 
donkey", which constitutes the fault of a wrong inference 
cannot be allowed to invade the probans of a correct inference 
by virtue of any possible ‘ekajiiana-visayatva’ 


. [see Prabha com. on Muktavali p.514 and also Muktavali 
p.515. Madras edition. Also see Didhiti—A.C.G p.1604 :— 


“atha parvatatvena  paksatve vahnitvena sadhyatve visista- 
dhümatvena ca  hetutve...... taddharmāvacchinnatatpaksaka- 
taddharmāvacchinnatatsādhyaka - taddharmāvacchinnataddhe - 
tukánumitipratibandhakatvarh vacyam” ] 


Gadādhara also explains that the total particular inference 
involving the particularities of relation among all the three 
particular terms should be kept in mind while it is said that 
the contradictory valid knowledge preventing the inference 
vitiates the probans ‘smoke’ which is employed for inferring 
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fire in the lake. (see Gadadhara’s interpretation of “hrade 
vahnisādhane dhūmo dustah”—A.C.G. p. 1633). 


All this shows that simply a collective knowledge taking 
together two separate co-contents such as, {(the lake has absence 
of fire) and (smoke is the minor term),—*:harado vahnyabhā- 
vavan dhūmašca hetuh”, cannot explain how the fault in this 
case is attached to the probans ‘smoke’. To fix the fault on 
the probans we require such a second order complex judgment 
as,—[smoke is employed as a probans supposedly leading to 
the conclusion, ‘the lake has fire’, which is, however, blocked 
by the valid knowledge of the contradictory proposition, ‘the 
lake has absence of fire,.] 


It is only within the orbit of such a total object-complex 
of such a total second order cognitive complex that the fault, 
namely, the lake has absence of fire, can be said to vitiate the 
probans ‘smoke’, which appears as a co-content along with the 
fault within the total content of the total knowledge. The 
probans is at fault, because the valid contradictory knowledge 
blocking the conclusion shows up the impotence of the 


* probans. This impotence cannot be brought out simply by 


a collective knowledge (samūhālabanajiiāna) of—“this and 
that”. But, for this we require the complex structure of a 
second order knowledge as we have shown above, involving a 
net-work of relations in which a contradictory valid proposition 
figures as demolishing the relation between the probans and 
the conclusion. This is far beyond the Scope of a simple 
collective cognition that only adds together two separate 


, 


This is why we reject 
teachers who sometimes 


(ekajiiānavisayatva) to a : 
mere collective iti cha 
lambanajfiána). Cognition (samūhā- 


una 


o. Bruepreion of the first definition of hetvābhāsa 
g tha suggests an improvement which is calculated to 
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fill in a lacuna. It is well-known that in Indian logic the 
major premise of a syllogism, which is an inductive generalisa- 
tion, must be materially valid. An instance that goes against 
the generalisation is called ‘vyabhicira’ or violation of the 
supposed universal relation between the probans and the 
probandum, which is called ‘vyapti’. This violation bespeaking 
the material invalidity of the major premise is also a fault of 
the middle term. 


Suppose somebody argues :—this mountain has got smoke, 
because it has fire. This condensed syllogism may be expanded 
into the normal tri-propositional structure as follows :— 


Whatever has fire has smoke 
This mountain has fire 
This mountain has smoke 


The major premise is false, since there is at least one 
instance of fire ( the probans ) existing along with the absence 
of smoke (the probandum ) in a common locus, namely, a 
red-hot iron-ball. The true proposition, “fire exists without 
smoke in red-hot iron”, constitutes the violation or fault of the 
generalisation, *whatever has fire has smoke', because the valid 
khowledge of this true proposition, which falsifies the major 
premise, contradicts the invalid knowledge of the false generali-- 
sation. We remember that the definition of hetvabhasa 
literally speaks of contradiction to inference itself, that is, 
the inferential knowledge embodied in the conclusion. But 
the knowledge that there can be fire without smoke directly 
contradicts the knowledge of the generalisation, ‘whatever has 
fire has smoke’, and not the conclusive inferential knowledge: 
that this mountain has smoke. In other words, the absence 
of the valid knowledge of any violating instance is the direct 
causal condition of a correct generalisation, but not of the: 
deductive conclusion itself. The valid knowledge that directly 
contradicts the inferential conclusion, ‘the mountain has. 
smoke’, is that ‘the mountain has no smoke’, and not that 
‘some fire exists without smoke’. Hence the case of *vyabhicāra” 
or violation of the universal major does not strictly conform. 
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to the letters of the definition, since what is contradicted is not 
the inference ( anumiti ) as such, but the major premise of the 
inference. 


To circumvent this difficulty Raghunātha proposes that 
the term anumiti in the definition should be taken as standing 
for either the conclusive inferential knowledge ( anumiti ) 
or the knowledge operating as its causal instrument. The 
term ‘anumiti’ thus takes the secondary sense of ‘anumitikarana’ 
or the cause of inference, along with its primary meaning, 
that is, the inferential knowledge itself. This type of extension 
of meaning to the secondary dimension is called ‘ajahallaksana’, 
i.e. a meaning-relation by which a secondary sense is accepted 
without sacrificing the primary one. According to the Naiyā- 
yikas the secondary plane of meaning must be related somehow 
to the primary plane. Here the relation between the primary 
and the secondary meanings is one of causality. The property 
of being an effect ( kāryatva ) belonging to ‘anumiti’ is deter- 

- mined by the causal relation of which the other term or relatum 


is the cause itself. The above idea is technically set forth in 
the following words : 


“tatra anumitipadam anumitinistha-karyata- 
nirüpakasambandhitvena anumiti-tatkaranajiia- 
naparam" (A. C. G. p. 1580 ) 


Now laksaņā or the secondary meaning- 
dered to be an inferior operating apparatus w 
to only when there is no other way out. 


suggests the expansion of the meanin 
„some other way :— 


" sádhyavyapyahetumàn paksah 
sādhyavān ityākārānumitiparam và" (Ibid) 


Raghunatha’s intention may be best brought forth by a com- 
parison with the ideas and methods of modern logic, L 
take the following Aristotelian syllogism in Fi 1: cM 
All men are mortal m 
Rama is a man 
-. Rama is mortal 


relation is consi- 
hich is resorted 


So Raghunātha 
gofthe term ‘anumiti?’ in 
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In modern logic the internal relation of a syllogism is 
turned into a relation of implication. The two premises 
together imply the conclusion. Let ‘p’ stand for the first 
premise, ‘q’ for the second, ‘r’ for the conclusion, the sign * j 
for togetherness and the sign ‘D° for implication. Then 
*p.q Dr gives the total structure of the inference. The 
Naiyāyika’s concept of ‘parāmarśa directly leading to the 
inference brings out this inferential structure based on the 
relation of implication in another language. It is clearly 
recognised that the knowledge of the two premises in isolation 
does not give us the conclusion. They must be co-ordinated 
in a common structure. So the sense of the conjunctive ‘and’ 
in ‘p.q? must not be taken in the sense of simple togetherness 
.or arithmetical summation. The two premises must go to form 
a single composite cognitive structure before the conclusion 
can be asserted. This composite structure is termed *parāmarša” 
by the Naiyāyikas. The structure of *parāmarša” takes the 
following language,—‘sadhyavyapyahetuman paksah’. The major 
premise in a syllogism of Indian logic expresses a bi-terminal 
relation which is called ‘vyapti’ or the relation of pervasion. 
“All men are mortal" is equivalent to **No men without being 
mortal". To understand the relation of ‘vyapti’ or pervasion, 
the propositional function, “If x is a man, x is a mortal for 
all values of x” should be translated into,—*'There is no such 
case as, ‘x is a man and x is not mortal ". In ‘paramarsa’ 
this relation of ‘vyapti’ gets integrated with the relation of 
*paksadharmatà' which is shown by the minor premise in 
which the probans is predicated of the 'paksa' (minor term). 
Hence *parāmarša” is defined by Gangesa as ‘vyaptivisistapaksa- 
dharmatājñāna’. *Paramar$a' is the knowledge of such a bi- 
relational proposition as in which the relation of ‘paksadhar- 
mata’ is qualified by the relation of ‘vyapti’. It thus expresses a 
relation of relations. Hence the knowledge of this super- 
relation is called ‘vigista-vaiSistyavagahijiana’. In concrete 
application of values the *parāmarša” will stand thus,—[of 
*Rama', the minor term, is predicated the middle term ‘man’ 
which is pervaded by the major term ‘mortal’]. 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


10 CONCEPT OF LOGICAL FALLACIES 


From Uddyotakara onwards this ‘paramarsa’, also otherwise 
called *trtiyalingaparámarsa', has come down accepted as the 
immediate cause of the deductive conclusion. A valid know- 
ledge that contradicts ‘vyipti’ and thus becomes the knowledge 
of ‘vyaptivyabhicara’, also contradicts the *parāmarša” of 
which ‘vyapti’ itself constitutes a part of the object-content. 
So if the meaning of the word ‘anumiti’ is extended to 
include also the immediate cause of inference, *hetvābhāsa” is 
freed from the fault of ‘avyapti’ or under-extension, because the 
contradictory valid knowledge is meant to stand as an obstacle 
directly either to the inferential conclusion or to its immediate 
cause (parāmarša). 


Now, since taking recourse to a secondary meaning- 
relation is not a happy method of evading a difficulty, Raghu- 
nàtha proceeds to a higher total structure of inference, namely,. 
“sadhyavyapyahetuman paksah sādhyavān”, which in concrete 
application of values should take the form, *vahnivyā- 
pyadhūmavān parvato vahnimain”,—‘Fire’ (probandum-sadhya) 
is predicated of ‘mountain’ (minor term-paksa) of which is 
predicated ‘smoke’ (middle term-hetu) that is pervaded by 
‘fire’. It is clear that this total inference gives us a structure 


which compresses into itself the syllogism as a whole together 
with the relational principle on w 
stands. This structure 


cated of the same: 
āpyahetumān paksah 
ge is itself shown to be 
conclusion, which no 
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ment, but it must be taken as a totally integrated structure 
of which the *parāmarša”, *vahnivyāpyadhūmavān parvatah’, 
and the traditional conclusion, ‘parvato vahniman’, are consi- 
dered as inseparable constituents. This is technically called 
‘lingopadhana-paksa’, or the view that the conclusion, which 
normally shows the relation between the minor term and the 
major term, should also better show the relation of the both 
to the middle term. This view follows as a logical consequence 
of the concept of 'paramar$a. Just as the minor premise and 
the major premise standing detached from each other cannot 
lead to the conclusion, so the conclusion too cannot stand as 
a separate and independent proposition detached from the 
premises. So the conclusion should show the principle of 
syllogism to the effect that when a pervasible term (vyapya) 
is predicated of a subject the pervasive term (vyapaka) must 
be equally predicated of the same subject. The conclusion 
should provide the concrete application of this principle. 
Hence the conclusion itself should also show its relation to 
the middle term. The traditional preface to the conclusion, 
namely, ‘ata eva’ or ‘therefore’ is a pointer in this direction. 
Thus if the *parāmarša” is *vahnivyāpyadhūmavān parvatah’ 
the conclusion should be ‘vahnivyapyadhiimavan  parvato 
vahnimān”. 

This logically expanded form of the conclusion follows from 
the analytical character of the ‘hetu’ or the middle term. The 
smoke by itself standing merely as an empirical object is not 
a logical hetu. To make a ‘hetu’ of a term some logical concept 
must be imposed on it. The five characteristics of a correct 
hetu” may be condensed into two, ‘paksadharmata’ and sadhya- 
vyüpyatà'. If we know that smoke is pervaded by fire, the 
proposition, ‘this mountain has smoke’, must imply another ` 
proposition,—'this mountain has smoke which is pervaded by. 
fire’, and the second proposition in its turn must imply a third 
proposition,—‘this mountain having smoke pervaded by fire has 
fire’. This form of the conclusion does full justice to the 
logical significance of the middle term and to the meaning of 
the word ‘therefore’ prefacing the traditional conclusion. 
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It is sometimes assumed that Indian logic leans too much 
on the empirical standpoint. This assumption, we think, 
is a bit superficial. The proposition ‘sadhyavyapyahetuman 
paksah sādhyavān' is a theoretical statement of the principle 
of syllogism. The terms, ‘sadhya’, *paksa' and ‘hetu’, are purely 
logical concepts which are only ultimately related to empirical 
truth. These concepts are constituted by their respective 
definitions. Before understanding the character of these con- 
cepts we cannot substitute them by concrete values such as 
*vahni', *parvata” and ‘dhiima’, and so cannot say simply 
empirically that the proposition, ‘the mountain has smoke’, 
implies the proposition, ‘the mountain has smoke pervaded by 
fire’, which in its turn implies the further proposition, ‘the 
mountain having smoke pervaded by fire has fire’. 


The ‘paksa’ is that in relation to which the ‘sadhya’ is to be 
established as its predicate. The ‘hetu’ is that which is pervaded 
by the ‘sadhya’. The *sādhya” is that which pervades the ‘hetu’. 
Concrete constants like ‘parvata’, ‘dhiima’ and ‘vahni’ can come 
to replace the conceptual terms, ‘paksa’, ‘hetu’ and ‘sadhya’, 
only so far as they are faithful to the inter-relation among 
these three concepts. The theoretical statement of the principle 
"sādhyavyāpyahetumān paksah sadhyavan’ is nothing but a 
Statement of the inter-relation of these three terminal concepts. 
The concrete values can come only in strict obedience to this 
fundamental principle of syllogistic inter-relation. Thus Indian 
logic is not /ogically empirical. It is empirical only in the 


sense that this inter-relation is finally to be backed by valid 
empirical references. 


We have already noted that the symbolic statement *p.g D r’ 
cannot be, in Nyāya view, strictly taken as the structure of 
"the inference, because the conjunctive sign does not go so far 
as to comprehend ‘paramaréa’ in its meaning. The statement, 
*p.q Dr, at best represents the Mīmāmsaka and the Advaita 
view which does not recognise the need of *parāmarša” or the 
further integrated comprehension of the two premises in a 
single composite proposition. Tt is according to this view that 
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mere conjunction of the two premises is eņough for the conclu- 
sion to follow. Hence to emphasise the need of *parāmarša” 
as logically different from mere conjunction of two premises 
some new symbolic notation is to be invented. 


Sometimes some attempt is made at reducing *parāmarša” 
to a form of transitive relation,—If p implies q and q implies r, 
then p implies r. This may be symbolically stated as,— 
(PD q-qDr)D(pDr). Truly speaking, this transitivity 
involves two Aristotelian syllogisms, such as— 
(1) All Prussians are Germans 
A is a Prussian 
A is a German 


(2) All Germans are Europeans 
A is a German 
A is a European 


This can be stated as,—[ (‘A is a Prussian’ implies ‘A is a 
German’) and (‘A isa German’ implies ‘A is a European’) ] 
implies [ ‘A is a Prussian’ implies ‘A is a European’ ]. Thus 
this transitive implication, properly speaking, belongs to two 
syllogisms taken together, and not to one taken singly. 


According to the commonly accepted view, in a single syllo- 
gism we have the single implication,—*A is a man’ implies ‘A is 
mortal’, with the pre-supposition of the major premise standing 
unpronounced at the background,—which may be expressed in 
the propositional function,—‘if x is a man, x is mortal for all 
values of x’. It is noteworthy that Indian logic recognises this 
relation of implication in the standard condensed form of the 
syllogistic statement, *parvato vahnimān, dhtimat’ (the mountain 
has fire, because it has smoke), in which *vyāpti” or major 
premise does not appear directly, but operates as an undeclared 
pre-supposition. Now in *liagopadhanapaksa' we can attempt 
to show how a transitive implication is involved even in a single 
syllogism. ‘A has B’ (i.e. p) implies,—A has B pervaded by C” 
(i.e. g), which implies—,‘A having B pervaded by C has C’ 
(i.e. r). This can be translated into the form,—('p D g’ . ‘q Dr’) 
D (p 2 r). In ‘lingopadhanapaksa’ ‘r as a true proposition 
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should be translated into the inferential conclusion,—*vahni- ` 
Vyāpyadhūmavān parvato vahniman’, and not into the simple 
detached proposition, ‘parvato vahniman’. In this sense, by 
presenting the principle of :Jigopadhanapaksa',—'sadhya- 
vyāpyahetumān paksah sadhyavan’, Raghunatha has really 
unfolded the principle of transitive implication involved in a 
syllogism. 

Among the modern logicians Bradley and Cook-Wilson has 
recognised the necessity of such a complex judgment as the 
Naiyāyikas call *parāmarša” to intervene between the premises 
and the conclusion. It is not enough to combine the premises 
Or put them together. “What is right, however, is the recogni- 
tion that some act of unification is required". Prof. Cook- 
Wilson continues,—*'Suppose we start with the minor premise, 
‘All A is M”, and the act of thought by which we apprehend 
that premise does not by hypothesis contain the apprehension 
that M-ness involves B-ness, or that all M is B, Suppose next 
that we apprehend this latter, the major premise. We now 
substitute in the minor the information which we have about 
M in the major, so that ‘A is M” gives way to ‘A is M B’. This 
provides us with the so-called conclusion". (Statement and 


Inference, Vol. ll, pp. 450-452. Also see Bradley's Logic 
Vol. Il, Pt. I). 


Section II 


MEANING OF ‘YATHARTHA’ 


Now we come to the meaning of the term ‘yathartha’ in the 
definition. There may be some cases in which even a valid 
inference stands handicapped by a false contradiction which 
may be entertained without apprehending its falsity. Suppose 
somebody somehow happens to entertain a false proposition, — 
This mountain has no fire’. This is an obstacle to the corres: 
conclusion,—‘This mountain has fire’. If we omit the word 
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‘yathartha’ in the definition, even this valid conclusion will be 
in danger of being pronounced invalid and the middle term 
will be fallacious, since there is a contradictory proposition 
which stifles the conclusion. To avert this danger the word 
‘yathartha’ has been deliberately inserted in the definition. The 
so-called contradictory proposition does not constitute a real 
contradiction because it is not an object of valid knowledge. 
The import of the word *yathārtha" lies in this that,—to 
constitute a fallacy it is not enough that an inference is 
psychologically or epistemically inhibited, but it must be 
‘logically’ inhibited. For him who entertains a false con- 
tradiction a correct inference suffers from epistemic handicap, 
but not from ‘logical’ inhibition. It is the very nature of 
. human knowledge that two contradictory predicates cannot be 
asserted of the same subject in a single assertive propositional 
judgment. To become a logical inhibition the contradiction 
must be valid, and not that someone simply takes it to be valid. 
It is needless to say that here the logical validity of the con- 
tradictory proposition is to be determined by its correspondence 
to fact. 

Even then the word ‘yathartha’ entails difficulty from 
another angle. We may falsely entertain the proposition,—'The 
mountain has no fire’. The point is whether our knowledge in 
this respect is totally false. One may argue that the object- 
content of my knowledge has two parts, the subject and the 
predicate, which may be split into two implied propositional 
judgments—‘this is a mountain’ and ‘this has no fire. The 
falsity refers to the predicate or to the second proposition, and 
not to the first. If the total judgment, ‘this mountain has no 
fire", is looked upon as a condensation of the two judgments 
shown above, we cannot pronounce it to be totally false, 
because the part of it represented by the subject (which implies 
the partial judgment, ‘this is a mountain’) is definitely valid, 
while the other part is false. When a predicative judgment is 
viewed from such a possibility of split, the word ‘yathartha’ 
does not serve the avowed purpose, for even a false contradic- 
1ion turns out to be partially true. 
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Jagadīša tries to obviate the difficulty by defining ‘yathartha’ 
as,—‘bhramasamanyabhinna’. He says,—“yatharthapadena 
bhramasamanya-bhinnatvasya vivaksitatvat” (A.C.J. p. 1007). 
This means,—by ‘yathartha’ or valid knowledge we intend 
to take the total knowledge which is totally different from 
false knowledge. The word ‘simanya’ in Jagadisa’s interpre- 
tation is to be taken in the modern logical sense of the logical 
word ‘any,’ i.e., we mean such a total knowledge as is devoid 
of, or, different from any false knowledge. Hence the know- 
ledge that the mountain has no fire, being false in its predi- 
cational aspect, is not totally different from false knowledge. 
The idea operating behind Jagadisa's observation appears to 
be this:—We are not entitled to break the proposition, *the 
mountain has no fire’, into a combination of two propositions, 
namely, ‘it is a mountain’ and ‘it has no fire’. The combina- 
tion contains a double predication. Mountain is predicated 
of an ‘it’. and absence of fire is also predicated of the same 
‘it’, But our proposition under consideration is one of single 
predication, and this predication is false. This means that 
absence of fire cannot be truly predicated of the mountain. 
The corresponding judgment is also a single judgment with a 
single predication. Ifthe predication is false the whole judg- 
ment is invalid. 

Those who speak of the partial validity of a false propo- 
tion has something like this in their mind :—A person with 
jaundiced eyes makes the following judgment,—‘the conch- 
shell is yellow’. The falsity is not here in respect of the 
substantive subject (uddeSya-viSesya), but in respect of the 
predicative adjective. Even a jaundiced eye takes the conch- 
shell rightly to be as such, but wrongly only as yellow. Thus 
the same judgment may be characterised both as partially 
valid and partially invalid. This can be understood if the 
ee a ee is yellow’, is substituted by the 
sion. subject ue Gas ; Here both the 

A ve adjective of the former 
Eu are relegated to the position of a composite pre- 
Icate in respect of which our knowledge is partly valid and 
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partly invalid. The Naiyāyikas generally do not accept this. 
view of half-truth and half-falsehood in a predicative judgment. 
Yet, granted that such a view may be somehow entertained 
by somebody, Jagadīša wants to plug the lacuna by his defini- 
tion of validity as *bhramasāmānyabhinnatva”. This considera- 
tion may be applied also to such a composite false judgment 
as,—'The lake and the mountain have no fire’. 


This concept of *bhramasamaànyabhinnatva', appears to be 
more technically developed by Gadādhara in the following 
way :— 

“yatharthapadadanena sva-vyadhikaraņa-prakārāvacchinnā 
yà yà visayatà tattadanirüpakatvarüpasya sarvāmše pramātva- 
sya vivaksaniyatya daršitabhramāņām kincidamše pramātve'pi 
na tānādaya dosa iti bhāvah” (A. C. G. p. 1587) 

Out of this whole passage the relevant definition of *yathār-- 
thatva’ (validity) may be picked up as follows :— 

*sva-vyadhikarapa-prakarávacchinna ya ya visayata tatta- 

danirüpakatvar yathārthatvam.”” 


The object-content of knowledge is called *visaya'. So its 
logico-epistemic character of being a *vigaya” is called 
‘visayata’. Knowledge in relation to its object is called ‘visay- 
in’, and so the logico-epistemic character of being a ‘visayin’ 
is called *vigayità.' Let us translate the term ‘visayita’ as 
*subject-ness and 'vigayatà' as ‘object-ness’. So the subject- 
object relation is called *visaya-visayisambandha.' The terms, 
‘visaya’ and ‘visayin’, and also *visayatà' and ‘visayita’ are thus 
logical correlates. This correlation belongs to a class of logical 
relations which may be termed the relation of co-determinabi-- 
lity or *nirüpya-nirüpakasambandha,' in which the terms appear 
as reciprocal determinants and determinables. "This nirūpya- 
‘niripakasambandha’ is a relation of higher type or second- 
order logical relation under which ‘visaya-visayitasambandha’ 
or the subject-object relation is comprehended as an instance. . 


With these remarks for terminological clarification we may 
now proceed to analyse the definition of valid knowledge: 


2 
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proposed by Gadadhara in the context of *hetvābhāsa”. Some- 

one falsely asserts that the mountain has no fire. This proposi- 

tional judgment contradicts the valid judgment, ‘the mountain 
thas fire’. We have seen before how even a false contradic- 
tion may be held to be partially valid and how the adequacy 

of the word ‘yathartha’ in the definition of ‘hetvabhasa’ can 

be questioned. The proposition, ‘the mountain has no fire’, 

may be re-stated in the form,—‘the mountain is characterised 

by the absence of fire (vahnyabhavavisistah parvatah). It is 
now clear that the mountain is here assumed to have two 

properties, namely, ‘the absence of fire’ and ‘mountain-ness’ 

(vahnyabhava and parvatatva). On our admission the former 

is a false property in the sense of its being falsely predicated, 

and the Jatter is a true one in the sense of its truly belonging 

to the subject. Mountain as the subject of the proposition 

is the logical substantive (viSesya), while mountain-ness is the 

logical adjective (višesaņa) of mountain. As an object-content 

(visaya) appearing in the cognitive structure this višegaņa is 

called ‘prakara’. Thus ‘mountain-ness’ figures as the *prakara? 

belonging to mountain which behaves as the substantive object- 

constituent of knowledge. Again the mountain has also the 

property of ‘being an object of knowledge’ (visayatā). The two 

properties, mountain-ness (parvatatva) and ‘visayata’ are thus 

compresents or co-locatives belonging to the same locus or 

‘adhikarana’, i.e., mountain. ‘Visayata’ is a wider concept than 

*parvatatva'. *Visayatà' belongs to all possible or actual objects 
of knowledge, while *parvatatva' belongs to ‘parvata’ alone. In 

this relation of compresence or co-locativity (sāmānādhika- 

rapya) vigayatà" (same as 'visayatva") is limited by ‘parvatatva’, 

because it is logically abstracted away from other objects of 
Ee and is fixed in ‘Parvata’ alone by the logical property 

EU MIN Megija tn 

is limited is called ati i i ĀRA i : ut EN 

` and ‘visayata’ is the limited ies EE, DE: 
$ ed. The latter limited as such and the 


former have the relation of compresence, havin 


scope with each other. g equality in 
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In the proposition, ‘M — F’ (to be read as ‘mountain has no 
fire’) the mountain is not really the locus of — F or absence of 
fire. So ‘Mness’ and -F are not really co-locatives, but 
counter-locatives (vyadhikarana). Now we may say that in 
the prospositional knowledge of ‘M — F' the objectness belong- 
ing to M is limited by Mness to which, however, —F, though 
counter-locative in reality, appears as co-locative in knowledge, 
figuring as a predicative property (vidheya-prakāra) limiting 
the same ‘visayata’ that is limited by Mness. 

In Navya-Nyāya terminology we express this as,—‘vahn- 
yabhāvavyadhikaraņa-parvatatvāvacchinnavisayatā”. It has 
already been stated before that subject or ‘visayin’ involves 
a relation to the object or *visaya'. Hence subject-ness (visayità) 
determines object-ness (visayatà) and vice versa. The 
correlativity of subject-ness and object-ness is the relation 
of co-determinancy or co-determinability which is the 
logical consequence of mutual co-apprehensibility. In the 
invalid knowledge under consideration *visayità' appears as the 
determinant of such a *visayatā” as is limited by ‘Mness’ which 
is counter-locative to — F falsely appearing as the predicative 
adjective of M. Let the character of being a determinant be 
called determinance (nirüpakatva). We may now define invali- 
dity of knowledge in this way :— 


That knowledge is invalid which has the relation of being 
the determinant (determinance-nirüpakatva) of any such object- 
ness as is limited (avacchinna) by an adjectival property 
(prakāra) that is counter-locative (vyadhikaraņa) to the assumed 
predicate. This definition in Sanskrit would run as follows :— 

*sva-vyadhikarapa-prakaravacchinna ya ya visayatā tattan- 

nirupakatvam ayathārthatvam” 


The term ‘sva’ stands for any falsely predicative property. 
In our proposition, ‘M —F” ‘sva’ refers to —F which is 
‘sadhyabhava’ or absence of the predicative probandum in the 
valid original inferential conclusion, "M F’. The definition of 
invalidity may be finally stated as follows :— 

That propositional knowledge is invalid in which the 
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subject-ness belonging to knowledge appears as the determinant 
of an object-ness which is limited by such a property of the 
object (i.e., M-ness in our concrete case) as is counter-locative 

to the propositional predicate (i.e. — F in the concrete case). 
Now it is easy to define valid knowledge :—That proposi- 
tional knowledge is valid in which the subjectness is not- 
determinant of such an object-ness as has been characterised in 
the above definition of invalid knowledge. But there is a 
simpler way of interpreting Gadādhara's definition of validity. 
We may take the term ‘sva’, with which the definition starts, 
as standing for ‘visayata’ or object-ness which is here the same 
as substantivity (višesyatā) belonging to the subject-substantive 
(uddešya-višesya) mountain. As to the relation of limitation 
(avacchedya-avacchedaka-sambandha) there is a general rule 
that the limitor (avacchedaka) and the limitable (avacchedya) 
must belong to the same locus, i.e., they must be *samānādhi- 
karana’ or co-locatives. Only when two logical properties 
belong to the same locus, the one represented by the wider term 
is limited by the other represented by the narrower term. Fire 
is the cause of smoke. Fire has the property of causality, or 
better say, ‘cause-ness’ (kāraņatā). This cause-ness is limited 
by the property ‘fire-ness’ which belongs to the same locus ‘fire’ 
as to which cause-ness belongs. Hence a logical property that 
would limit *visayatà' must belong to the same ‘visaya’ as to 
which 'visayatà' belongs. A violation of this rule would entail 
invalidity of knowledge. Suppose a piece of nacre is taken as 
a piece of silver in the form of the false judgment, ‘this is 
silver’. Since the object demonstrated by ‘this’ is taken as 
silver, the ‘visayata’ belonging to ‘this’ appears in knowledge 
as being limited by silver-ness (rajatatva) which as a limiting 
property (avacchedaka prakāra) does not really belong to the 
same locus ‘this’. Thus silver-ness is factually counter-locative 
to object-ness or substantivity belonging to ‘this’. But we have 
seen before that the relation of limitation requires co-location 
īri a os ae A Ed bs limitable. In the case 
limitation is violated. So we " uc cet ule of 
: can say that a propositional 
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knowledge is invalid when two properties, which are counter- 
locatives in fact, appear as co-locatives, the limitor and the 
limited, in the same knowledge. We may now apply this 
definition to the invalid propositional knowledge ‘M —F’. 
Here in knowledge M appears as qualified by the ‘prakara’, the 
predicate — F, which in fact does not belong to M. So in fact 
the ‘visayata’ or *višesyatā” belonging to the mountain is counter- 
locative to —F which in knowledge seems to be the 
predicative *prakāra” limiting the ‘visayata’ belonging to M. 
According to this second interpretation invalid knowledge 
may be finally defined as :—Invalid knowledge is that know- 
ledge which determines such a ‘visayata’ as is limited by a 
*prakāra” that is factually counter-locative to the said ‘visayata’. 
Hence valid knowledge is other than that which determines such 
a 'vigayatà' as is characterised above. Thus Gadādhara's defi- 
nition of validity hinges upon the notion of non-determinance 
(anirüpakatva) or absence of such a determinance as is found 
in false knowledge. In this way validity comes to mean total 
validity, and only partial validity does not make a knowledge 
valid. It may be easily shown that this exacting definition of 
validity is not at all satisfied by such propositional judgments 
as,—'The lake and the mountain have fire’ or *the lake has both 
fire and water. Henc the term‘yathartha’ in the first. definition 
of ‘hetvabhisa’ is necessary to eliminate the case of a false 
contradiction of a correct inference. 

It is to be noted that Gadādhara's definition of totally 
veridical knowledge is really derived from Gangesa himself. 
Along with many other possible definitions Gange$a suggests 
the following two definitions respectively of pramā (valid 
knowledge) and apramā (invalid knowledge) :— 

(1) visayatà - samānādhikaraņātyantābhāva - pratiyogi - 
prakāraka - visayatvapratiyogi anubhavah prama. 
(2) sva-vyadhikaraņaprakārāvacchinna - visayatvapratiy- 
ogi jiianam bhramaļ. 
(T.C. Pramanyavada pp. 419-21 Bibliotheca Indica) 
In the first definition the portion t*vigayatā...... prakāra” 
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means such a counter-correlate ‘prakara’ as of which the absence 
is co-locative with ‘visayata’, i.e., ‘prakara’ and ‘visayata’ do not 
really belong to the same locus, which means that *prakāra” is 
counter-locative (vyadhikaraņa) to ‘visayata’. Hence this portion 
in the first definition means the same as ‘sva-vyadhikarana- 
prakara’ in the second definition. The word ‘pratiyogi’ before 
*anubhavah' in the first definition and before ‘jifanam’ in the 
second definition stand for ‘determinant’ (nirūpaka). Hence 
‘visayatva-pratiyogi’ (second definition) means ‘determinant of 
visayatva’ (visayatā and visayatva mean the same), and ‘visa- 
yatvapratiyogi’ (first definition—visayatva-apratiyogi) means 
*non-determinant of visayatva’. 'prakāraka-visayatva” in the 
first definition is the same as *prakārāvacchinna visayatva’ in 
the second definition, i.e., 'visayatva' limited by ‘prakara’. 


Mathurānātha explains that the negative particle a in 
apratiyogī (visayatva-apratiyogi in the first definition) means 
negation in the sense of ‘different from’. Hence the first 
definition (i.e., of pramā) means :— 


“Valid knowledge is that which is different from whatever 
knowledge that is determinant of such a *vigayatva? as is coun- 


ter-locative to a ‘prakara’ figuring as a limitor of the same 
"vigayatva” in the same knowledge” 


[*......visayatü-pratiyogi yad yat fadanyanubhayah, atra 
sarvāmša-pramaiva laksyā, tena āmšikapramāyām navyaptih”— 
Mathurānātha] 

Here Mathurānātha clearly states that this definition is 
meant for a totally veridical knowledge, not for any 
partially valid knowledge. In short, in any totally valid know- 
ledge the *visayatà' must remain untouched (non-limited) by a 
non-colocative (vyadhikaraņa) ‘prakara’. The same meaning 
has been sought to be brought out by Gadādhara by trans- 

ferring the adjective ‘any’ or ‘whatever’ from knowledge to 
‘visayata’. Thus Gadadhara’s definition comes to mean the 
same thing in a slightly different language :— Valid knowledge 
is that which is non-determinant of any 'visayatà' such as is 


limited by a * āra” which i 
! t prakāra” which is (factually) counter-locative to 
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the said *visayatā'. This sense of any or whatever has been 
sought to be emphasised by Mathuranatha and Gadadhara 
through the double application of the pronominal adjective 
‘yat’. Thus Mathurānātha says :— ‘yad yat tadanyanubhavah’, 
and Gadādhara says :—‘ya yā visayatà tadanirūpakam jhanam’. 
The result is the same. 

This sense of any or whatever involved in the definition is. 
very significant. If we omit this sense, one false knowledge, 
by definition, becomes valid in relation to another false know- 
ledge. Let us have two invalid judgments :—‘This is silver” 
(in respect of nacre), and “This is a snake” (in respect of a 
rope). Here each knowledge involves a *visayatā” limited by 
a non-co-locative ‘prakara’. But one knowledge is not deter- 
minant of ‘visayata’ involved in another knowledge. So if we 
simply say :—‘‘valid knowledge is that which is not determinant 
of *visayatā” limited by a *vyadhikaraņa prakāra” ", then one 
false knowledge, being non-determinant of *visayatā” involved in 
another false knowledge, becomes valid in relation to the other. 
This fault of over-extension is sought to be removed by 
attaching the sense of any or whatever either to knowledge or 
to ‘visayata’. When we say :—*Valid knowledge is that which 
is non-determinant of any such 'visayatà' etc., Or, which is 
different from whatever knowledge that is determinant of such 
a ‘visayata’ etc”., the fault is no longer there, because each 
false knowledge is the determinant of such a *visayata' as is. 
limited by a *vyadhikaraņa prakāra” in relation to itself. From 

| this definition of valid knowledge it follows by implication that 

! any knowledge involving such a ‘visayata’ is false. Knowledge 

| that is non-determinant of any *visayatā” which is limited by a 
*vyadhikaraga prakāra” is equivalent to knowledge that is 
different from whatever knowledge which is determinant of 
such a ‘visayata’. 

Let VK stand for valid knowledge, K for knowledge, ‘d’ for 
determinance, ‘v’ for visayata, ‘’ for limitation, ‘—cl’ for non- 

colocative (i.e counter-locative, vyadhikarana) and ‘p’ for 
| prakāra. Then :— 
VK= -[K d(v I(-clp))], i.e, 
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Knowledge is valid, if and only if, it is different from 
whatever knowledge that is determinant of a 'visayatà' which 
is limited by a non-colocative *prakara'. It follows by further 
implication that the portion within the third brackets represents 
invalid knowledge. 


Section—II] 


THE SECOND DEFINITION 


This discourse on the necessity of the term ‘yathartha’ in the 
first definition paves the way for the second definition which 
omits this controversial term without doing any damage to 
the intended meaning and adequate concept of *hetvabhasa'. 
The second definition runs as follows :— 

“yadvisayakatvena lifigajfianasya anumitivirodhitvam 

tattvam hetvābhāsatvam” (A.C.G. p. 1580) 
The first definition presents a difficulty from another direction. 
The inferential knowledge, ‘the lake has fire’, is accepted to 
be false, because it is contradicted by such an accepted valid 
knowledge as ‘the lake has absence of fire’. Now in the total 
object-content of the contradictory valid knowledge, namely, 
‘the lake having absence of fire’, there are some constituents, 
namely, ‘lake’ and ‘absence of fire’, which also figure as the 
objects of the same valid knowledge. In short, the parts of 
the total object-content are also as much objects of the same 
knowledge as the totality itself. So the first definition of 
"hetvābhāsa" may be unduly extended to the constituent parts 
of the total object taken separately. Thus ‘the lake’ or ‘the 
absence of fire’, by themselves becoming objects of the same 


valid knowledge, also may come to be treated as ‘hetvabhasas’ 
or fautls of the middle term in relation to the i 
cerned. In other words, if the total propositional knowledge 
of *the lake having absence of fire” dete 


rmines the falsity of the 
E inference, each of the parts thereof, *the lake" and "absence of 
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fire’, also becomes ‘hetvabhasa’ being constitutive of the same 
determinant of falsity. Raghunātha poses this objection in the 
following language :— 


“nanu pratibandhaka-jianavisaya-vyabhicaradighata- 
kasādhyāderapi pratyekam hetvabhasatapattih” 
(Ibid. p. 1585) 
Raghunātha himself shows the way to counter this objec- 
tion. The fault of an inference is constituted by a contra- 
dictory valid knowledge. We have to consider what kind of 
object-content is required by a valid knowledge in order to 
become a contradiction and obstacle to inference. Only the 
total knowledge determined by the total content, i.e., ‘the lake 
being qualified by the absence of fire’, constitutes the contra- 
diction, The knowledge of the constituent parts as such, 
‘fire’, ‘absence of fire’ and ‘lake’, does not provide this con- 
tradiction. Hence the definition does not extend to the 
constituent parts. This has been pointedly expressed by 
Raghunatha :— 
“vigistavisayakam jitānam pratibandhakam, tadgha- 
takam ca na višistam” (Ibid.) 
The obstacle is the knowledge of the gualified (the object- 
substantive as being gualified), and a constituent part is not 
the qualified whole which expresses the relation between the 
subject and the predicate. In our particular illustration the 
object of contradictory knowledge is the total proposition, 
‘the lake has absence of fire’. The parts thereof do not by 
themselves, taken separately, stand as ‘the qualified’, because 
they by themselves do not constitute the total relation. The 
parts may figure as objects of some other knowledge which 
does not contradict the inference. For example, the knowledge 
‘this mountain has fire’ or ‘this house has absence of fire’ does 
not stand as a contradiction to the knowledge, ‘the lake has 
fire’. ‘Fire’ or ‘absence of fire’ is a part of these propositions 
without in any way being related to contradiction. To become 
areal obstacle to an inference the contradictory knowledge 
invariably requires an object-content which must not figure 
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in a knowledge that is not an obstacle to the inference in 
question. Technically this may be expressed thus,—in a valid 
contradictory knowledge, ‘having something as the object’ 
(visayita) should not be wider in scope than ‘being an obstacle 
to the inference’. This condition is palpably: fulfilled only by 
the total object represented by the total proposition, ‘the lake 
is qualified by absence of fire’, and not by the fragmentary 
objects such as ‘lake’, ‘fire’, and ‘absence of fire’, which may 
belong to some other non-contradictory propositional know- 
ledge also. Hence Gadādhara remarks :— 


**vādršavišistavisayakatvam tādršānumitivirodhi- 
tvanatiriktavriti tattvam...... pratyekapadārthavi- 
sayakatvasya pratibandhakatāyā atirikta-vrttitvāt 
nativyaptih” (Ibid. p. 1587) 


Now Raghunatha proceeds to show that, as a logical 
consequence of this argument against fragmentary objectivity 
determining a *hetvābhāsa", the term ‘yathartha’ in the first 
definition turns out to be redundant. In the falsely entertained 
contradiction that ‘the mountain has absence of fire’, partial 
knowledge of the mountain ‘as the mountain’, though valid, 
does not constitute the contradiction. So the first definition 
of ‘hetvabhasa’ does not extend to this partial objectivity 
(khapdavisayatà). The totality of this false knowledge deter- 
mined by the totality of the propositional object is an actual 
obstacle to the inference. But one may then argue,—the term 
‘yathartha’ is still necessary in the definition to prevent its 
Over-extension to the object of false knowledge. To this 
Raghunātha replies :—When we say ‘viSistavisayakam j 
pratibandhakam’, the purpose of the term ‘yathartha’ is already 
served by the term *višista'. If ‘the mountain having fire’ is 
accepted in knowledge by somebody as ‘the mountain having 
absence of fire’, the false predication does not, in fact, qualify 
the subject. What is assumedly qualified is not objectively 
qualified as such. The predicational qualification is non- 
pam blished (aprasiddha) in the realm of real objects. The term 
visista’ itself should be taken as referring to an established fact 
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(prasiddha) represented by a corresponding true proposition. 
Hence Raghunātha observes, Gafigesa feels the need of passing 
to the second definition.— 


[yathartheti vyartham, bhramavisayavsistasya 
aprasiddhatvāt, ityāšayena aha yaditi—Ibid p. 1586] 

The second definition may be translated as follows :— 
‘Being the fault of the middle term is being such an object 
of knowledge as by virtue of which the same knowledge cons- 
titutes the contradiction of the inference’. In this definition, 
as it has been observed by Raghunātha, the expression ‘linga’ 
or the middle term, is unnecessary, since the fact that such 
knowledge encompasses the middle term is quite apparent, for 
we are obviously dealing with *hetvabhasa' or fallacy of the 
middle term. In 'vyabhicüra' or violation of the inductive 
generalisation (major premise) the contradictory knowledge 
directly touches the middle term, while in badha or direct 
contradiction of the inferential conclusion the middle term is 
involved indirectly by implication. The inferential knowledge 
that ‘the lake has fire’ is contradicted by the valid knowledge 
that ‘the lake has absence of fire’. The fault is constituted by 
the objectness belonging to the total object of this contradictory 
knowledge. That there is such an object of knowledge (in the 
world of facts) which stands in contradiction to the inference 
is the root of the fault vitiating the middle term which is. 
incapacitated in its function verily by the same contradiction. 


To define the fault, as we have already seen, the total 
object of the total knowledge is to be kept in view. So Raghu- 
nātha explains *yadvisayakatvena' in the second definition .as 
*yadrsavisistavisayakatvena . Here Raghunátha has resorted 
to the concept of *avacchedakatva' or the relation of limitation. 
The introduction of this relation is necessary for interpreting 
the sense of totality of the object-content that we have 
mentioned above. What sort of an object the contradictory 
knowledge should require in order to become a real contradic- 
tion ? This is the problem. So the logical nature of such an 
object should be precisely defined. Let us take two proposi- 
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tions—‘the lake has fire’ and ‘the lake has absence of fire’. 
The former is false and the latter true. To define the total 
object-content of the knowledge of the latter which validly 
contradicts the former we may express the specific logical 
position in this way.—The objectness (visayata), determining 
the subject-ness (visayità) of the contradictory knowledge, is 
limited by ‘(fire’s-absence-qualifying-lake)ness’, or ‘(vahnyab- 
hāva-višista-hrada)tva”. The suffix ‘ness’ or ‘tva’, which indi- 
cates ‘having some property’ in general, has been put outside 
the enclosure in order to specify the total concrete object- 
content of thought. This qualified lake-ness is different from 
pure lake-ness or ‘Suddhahradatva’, The contradictoriness 
(virodhitva or pratibandhakatva) of the knowledge is its (know- 
ledge) ‘being determined by such a qualified object’. This 
total qualificatory property may be expressed as ‘(vahnyabhava- 
viSista-hrada) tvavacchinna-visayakatva’ which is equivalent to 
contradictoriness fixed in a specific proposition. Thus *(vahny- 
abhava-visista-hrada)tva’ is the limitor of such a ‘visayakatva’ 
as suffices for the contradiction. 

Now the knowledge of ‘the lake being qualified by absence 
of fire’ no doubt encompasses as its objects ‘lake’ ‘fire’ and 
‘absence of fire’. From psychological standpoint, here the 
knowledge of the fragmentary objects and the knowledge of 
the total object-content are one and the same. But there is a 
logical distinction between the two. Knowledge of the frag- 
ments or the separate termsof the Proposition is not determined 
by an objectness which is limited by "(vahnya-bhāvavi$išta- 
hrada)tva’. The knowledge of the lake is logically determined 
by an objectness which i limited by lake-ness,—‘hradatvavac- 
chinnavisayatà-nirüpitam hradajiiāānam'. Similar considerations 
apply, mutatis mutandis, to the knowledge of fire or absence 
Of fire. Since by definition the contradictoriness be 


| longs to 
the total propositional knowledge 


the limiting property that 
ing it to the specific case must 
cture of the proposition as a 
as a first step of limitation, we may say that 
avišistahrada)tva” limits the ‘visayakatva’ belong- 


take into consideration the stru 
whole. So, 
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ing to the contradictory knowledge. As a second step of 
limitation the *visayakatva' limited as such becomes in its turn 
the limitor of contradictoriness. So we say 'f(vahnyabhāva- 
visistahrada)tvàvacchinna-visayakatv]avacchinnam pratibandh- 
akatvam'. Thus to get precisely the full concept of contradic- 
toriness we require a hierarchy of two-tier limitation. This 
particular *visayaktva', which is limited as such and by virtue 
of which the particular knowledge contradicts the particular 
inference, limits the contradictoriness to this particular know- 
ledge alone. Here the logical concept of *visayakatva' stands 
at the border between: the limitor and the limitable. On the 
one hand it is itself limited by (vahnyabhāvavišistahrada)tva, 
and on the other it becomes the limitor of contradictoriness. 
Thus finally contradictoriness is defined with the help of a 
two-tier limitation which becomes necessary for taking into 
account the total structure of the contradictory propositional 
knowledge. Let us now define the total object-structure as, 
*[(vahnyabhavavisistahrada)tvavacchinna]visayatàvisista" which 
is equivalent to ‘vahanyabhavavisistahrada’, or, ‘the lake quali- 
fied by absence of fire’ which constitutes the fault of the 
inference, and so of the middle term. The final statement of 
the ‘hetudosa’ in this particular context would now stand as 
follows :— 

[{(vahnyabhavavisistahrada)tvavacchinnavisayataniripita-vis- 
ayitā Javacchinnapratibandhakata Jvisistajfanavisaya - hradah 
hetudosah. 

The exact literal translation in English will take this extra- 
ordinary form :— 

[{ (Y ahni-abhava-vigista-hrada)tva-avacchinna-visayata-niri- 

[{(Fire’s-absence - qualifying - lakeness) limiting-objectness- 
pita-visayita} avacchinna - pratibandhakatā- visista - jfianasya - 
determining-subjectness} limiting-contradictoriness-qualifying- 
visayah-hradah hetudosah.] 
knowledge's-object-lake— fault of the middle term.] 

If we have understood the matter the expression will not 
sound so cumbrous as it seems, since it runs closely parallel 
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to the corresponding Sanskrit expression. The difficulty lies 
in the fact that the rules of forming Sanskrit compounds have 
some advantage which is lacking in English. The enclosures 
signify that there is a hierarchy of complexes. in which one 
complex is subsumed under a higher complex which is again 
under a still higher complex; and this goes on till we get a 
grand total complex which is required by the definition. 
Sanskrit compound-expressions together with modern method 
of enclosure may give us an understandable definition or 
statement of a complex concept. Thus the suffix ‘ness’ being 
attached to the first enclosure stands for a logical property 
belonging to the first complex. Hence it may be understood 
that the property does not belong to the pure ‘lake’ alone, but 
to the lake caught in the complex whole enclosed as such. 
This brings out the logical distinction between *$uddhahradatva 
and ‘visistahradatva’. Though a blue lotus is not objectively 
different from the unqualified pure lotus (višistaasya anatirek- 
ah), yet the property of being a blue lotus or *(blue-lotus)ness' 
is logically different from the simple property of being a lotus 
or lotusness. The hierarchy of complexes in the definition 
follows from the primary distinction between the two logical 
properties. 
; We have seen that the knowledge which has for its object 
the lake qualified by absence of fire” has also for its objects 
lake” and ‘absence of fire’. But the knowledge determined by 
these Separate object-constituents do not con 
"e Fe aa» $ is the same knowledge which 
happens that Gane n PEN 2 i NL 
gualified by absence of m i a ed Re 
visayakatva' whichWintended to t r kis es 
, led to be the contradictory property 
of knowledge, also includes in its fold *hradavisayakatva” and 
‘vahnyabhava-visayakatva’, which, however are not conside d 
x be contradictory properties. Thus it is an absurd S 
ed ory property of knowledge is constituted 
properties. In that case the very contra- 


dictory character of the intended 
total property is called i 
question. The concept of *hetvābhāsa" hi S kak 


stitute the contra- 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By SiddhantaeCangBf cen Kia 


CH-I SECOND GENERAL DEFFINITION 31 


contradictoriness of a valid knowledge. So a definition of 
*hetvabhāsa", in which this contradictory character is in question 
and remains undefined, cannot be a proper definition. It is 
for this very reason that the logical concepts of limitation and 
of a hierarchy of limitation have got to be introduced. We 
cannot skip over the first limitation and directly reach over to 
the second. When we say '(vahnyabhāvavišistahrada)tvāvac- 
chinna-visayatva’ we at once make a logical distinction between 
the property of objectness belonging to the complex whole i.e., 
*(fire's absence-qualifving-lake)ness and the properties. of 
objectness belonging to the fragmentary constituents, ‘lake’ 
and ‘absence of fire. ‘Vahnyabhavavisistahrada’ may have for 
its constituents ‘hrada’ and *vahnyabhàva', but ‘(vahnyabhavavi- 
$istahrada)tva' or *(fire's-absence-qualifying-lake)ness' as a dis- 
tinctive logical property is not constituted of ‘hradatva’ or 
lakeness and *vahnyabhāvatva” or ‘(fire’s-absence)ness’. Hence 
it follows that the objectness limited by this complex whole of 
logical property is not logically the same as objectness limited 
by ‘hradatva’ or ‘vahnybhavatva’. Thus in the psychologically 
same structure of knowledge the concept of limitation is made 
to operate in order to bring out the logical distinction between 
the objectness as is limited by a complex logical property and 
the objectness as is limited by a simpler logical property. Hence 
for the purpose of standing as a contradiction, the contradic- 
toriness of the knowledge must be limited by the *visayakatva' 
(the property of having an object) which in its turn should be 
limited by the complex whole of a logical property, i.e., 
s(vahnyabhāvavistahrada)tva”, in contradistinction to pure 
‘hradatva’ or ‘vahnyabhavatva’. So it is not possible to dispense 
with the concept of limitation, or to skip gyer the lower-plane 
limitation and try to reach the higher-plāne limitation by a 
single leap. That is the secret of defining ‘hetvabhasa’ in the 
concrete instance under consideration as :— 


[(vahnyabhāvavišistahrada)tva - avacchinna - visayakatva} - 
avacchinna-pratibandhakatva]visista-jfiánavisaya-hradah. 


This has already been explianed before with a closely 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


32 CONCEPT OF LOGICAL FALLACIES 


- 


parallel literal translation. *Visayakatva' is only a shorter logical 
expression for *visayatānirūpitavisayitva”. 

The concept of ‘avacchedakatva’ or the character of being 
a limiting property, in this particular context, has been 
interpreted by Raghunātha as *anatiriktavrttitva”. A limiting 
property should not belong to a locus beyond that wherein the 
limitable does exist. 


This logical element received our partial attention in the 


first section. We should develop it further to understand 


its full implication. In the absence of a pitcher, the pitcher 
is the counter-correlative (pratiyogin) of this absence and is 
thus the locus of counter-correlativity (pratiyogità). Pitcher- 
ness or *ghatatva” is the limiting property (avacchedakadharma) 
which limits *pratiyogitā” to pitcher alone, and delimits it from 
other possible counter-correlative objects such as cloth and the 
like. "Dravyatva” or substantive-ness also belongs to the pitcher, 
since it is a substance. Yet ‘dravyatva’ is not to be considered 
a limitor limiting ‘pratiyogita’ belonging to ‘ghata’, because 
‘dravyatva’ also belongs to any other substance which does not 
possess this *pratiyogità' belonging to the pitcher. So ‘dravyatva” 
is not the limitor, for it also exists beyond the limitable ‘prati- 
yogita’. It is thus ‘pratiyogita-atiriktavrtti’. But ‘ghatatva’ does 
not transcend the *pratiyogitā” possessed by ‘ghata’, i.e., does 
not over-extend to other objects where this "pratiyogitā” (as 
determined by the absence of ‘ghata’) does not exist; and as 
such ‘ghatatva’ operates as the limiting property by which 
"pratiyogitā” is limited to ‘ghata’ alone. 


Let us now apply this concept of limiting property to the: 
concrete case under consideration. The knowledge that has for 
its object, ‘the lake qualified by the absence of fire’ has also the 
pure lake (Suddhahrada) for its object. Hence ‘vahnyabhava- 
visisfahradavisayakatva’ Is also "Suddhahradavisayakatva”, 
Just as a blue lotus is also a lotus. Now we say that 
‘vahnyabhavavisista-hradavisayakajfiana’ is the contradictory 
knowledge and that the object of such knowledge is *bādha 
hetvābhāsa*. In that case the pure ‘hrada’ which is also a 
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constituent object of the same knowledge also becomes a 
*hetvabhása', which is, however, not the case, because the 
knowledge of *hrada” alone is not accepted as the contradictory 
knowledge. Thus *vahnyabhāvavišista-hradavisayakatva” cannot 
be the limiting property intended to limit the contradictoriness 
(pratibandhakatavacchedaka), since this property extends or 
percolates to the knowledge of the pure lake (standing as a 
fragment of the total object-content) wherein the contradictori-. 
ness does not exist. Thus *vahnyabhāva-visista-hradavisaya- 
katva’ is ‘atiriktavrtti’, because it extends beyond the limitable 
contradictoriness (which belongs to the knowledge in its 
totality) to the knowledge of the constituents which is not 
contradictory. 


But if we retain the lower limitation such as, ‘(vahnyabha- 
vavisistahrada)tva-avacchinna-visayakatva,’ the higher limita- 
tion, expressed in the contradictoriness being limited by such 
a *visyakatva” as characterised above, at once achieves its 
purpose by limiting contradictoriness to the knowledge of the 
total complex. The higher limitation, being based on the lower 
limitation, finally gives us such a *'visayakatva' (i.e., visayatani-- 
rupitavisayitva) as logically demarcates the complex object- 
content, ‘vahnyabhavavisistahrada’, figuring in the contra- 
dictory knowledge, from the partial or constituent object- 
contents of the same knowledge. In this way within the same 
complex structure of a propositional knowledge we are able to: 
make a logical distinction between the whole object-content 
figuring as the propositional totality and the partial constituent 
object-contents figuring as the terms of the proposition. This. 
deeper implication of the concept of limitation and of the: 
interpretation of the limiting property as ‘anatiriktavrtti’ has. 
been succinctly and precisely expressed by Gadadhara in the: 
following passage :— 

“‘anatiriktavrttitvam eva avacchedakatvam vivaksa- 
niyam, visesanibhiitavahnyabhavadyavisayyke $ud- 
dha-hradatvadina vahnyabhāvavišista-hradādivisaya- 
kajfiane vahnyabhāva-višistahradatvādyavacchinna-- 
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vilaksaņavisayatā-nirūpakatvasya asattvena uktāsa- 
mbhavānavakāšāt, tathā kevala-vahnyabhāvatvādya- 
vacchinna-visayakatvasya pratibandhakatatiriktatvat 
nātiprasanga ityarthah” (Ibid, pp. 1591-1592). 


In this observation we should especially take note of the 
expression ‘vilaksanavisayata’ or the particular objectness which 
belongs to the total structure of the object, ‘vahnyabhava- 
viSistahrada'. To fix this particularity we need the first limi- 
ation wherein ‘(vahnyabhavavisistahrada)tva’ appears as the 
limiting property that limits objectness only to the structural 
complex as a whole. Thus the partial objectness resting in 
the partial or constituent object ‘lake’ is excluded by this total 
*visayatà'. The contradictory knowledge is contradictory only 
by virtue of the fact that it is determined by (or determines) 
this total ‘visayata’ of the total object. Without abstracting 
out this total 'visayatà' from the constituent objects any defini- 
tion of ‘hetvabhasa’ would be impossible, since it will always 
extend to the parts. We have observed before that knowledge 
of the blue lotus is also the knowledge of the lotus. This is 
psychologically so, because the lotus is a constituent of the 
total objectivity determining the knowledge of the blue lotus. 
Yet there must be a logical distinction between the knowledge 
of the whole and the knowledge of the parts within the same 
cognitive structure. This distinction can be brought forth only 
by applying the concept of limitation. The objectness limited 
by ‘(blue-lotus)ness’ is not the same as the objectness limited by 
blue-ness or lotus-ness. Hence in the context of this limita- 
tion ‘(nilotpala)tvavacchinnavisayata’ is . demarcated from 
“nilatvavacchinna’, or, ‘utpalatvavacchinna visayatā”. Once this 
demarcation is understood it is easy to see that ‘(nilotpala)tva’ 
or ‘(blue-lotus)ness’ as a limiting property is ‘anatiriktavrtti’, 
for it does not extend to the ‘visayata’ belonging to th 
This simple explanation may be extended, with proper 
cations, to the instance of ‘vahnyabhavavan hradah”. 


e parts. 
modifi- 


Similarly ‘vanyabhavatvavacchinnavisayata’ and consequ- 
ently "vahnyabhāvatvāvacchinnavigayakatva” are excluded from 
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the total 'visayatà' or ‘visayakatva’. Mere knowledge of the 
lake or absence of fire does not constitute the contradiction. 
Such partial *visayakatva” is *atirikta-vrtti', because it extends 
to a knowledge that does not stand in contradiction to the false 
inference, ‘the lake has fire’. In this way by pinning down 
the total ‘visayakatva’ we get at the total complex of a limiting 
property and the definition is saved from the fault of ‘ativyapti’ 
or over-extension and from ‘asambhava’ or impossibility. 

It is for this purpose that the expression ‘yadvisayakatvena’ 
in Gangega’s second definition is explained by Raghunātha as 
"yādršavišistavisayakatvena”, and this explanation of Raghunatha 
is again interpreted by Gadādhara as—*yadrūpāvacchinna- 
višistavisayakatvena”. Here ‘yadriipa’ etc., refers to that par- 
ticular form of limiting property which limits the objectness 
and thus becomes the 'visayatavacchedakadharma' that is 
necessary for determining the contradictoriness of the valid 
knowledge. In other words, the expression refers to ‘(vahny- 
abhāvavišistahrada)tva”. 

[Let — F stand for absence of fire, g for the relation of 
gualification and L for lake. Then this total limiting property 
will be expressed as, '(—F g L)ness’]. 


Logical Fiction and Epistemic Fiction. 


This interpretation of the second definition makes it clear 
how we can refer to a valid contradictory knowledge even 
without inserting the word *yathartha' as it has been done in 
the first definition. We remember that this word in the first 
definition was meant for preventing the over-extension of the 
definition to an invalid contradictory knowledge which may 
inhibit a valid inference. When a mountain having fire is 
apprehended as having the absence of fire, the object of the 
false knowledge is only an epistemic object without any corres- 
pondence to fact. Inthat case '(—Fg M)ness’ or ‘(vahnya- 
bhāvavišistaparvata)tva” turns out to be a purely fictitious 
property. In our consideration of ‘hetvabhasa’ we are dealing 
with a world of facts and not with a world of pure fictions. 
Logical fictions are introduced here only as operative appliances 
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for differentiating valid knowledge from invalid knowledge. 
We want to draw some distinction between a fact-based fiction 
and a ‘non-fact-based’ fiction. What we mean is this :— 
If*-Fg M' is a true proposition, then *(— F q M)ness’ is a 
property based on fact. Yet it is a logical fiction in the sense 
that it is not a real property over and above the proposition. 
It is not a real property like blue-ness belonging to blue or 
mountain-ness belonging to mountain. So it is a fiction though 
it is derived from fact. But suppose *- F g M’ is a false pro- 
position. Then ‘(—F g M)ness' is a pure logical fiction because 
it is derived from a proposition that does not correspond to 
fact, but exists only as an epistemic object in the structure of 
knowledge itself. Thus the truth or falsity of *- F g M’ is the 
measure of difference between a fact-based logical fiction and 
a non-fact-based logical fiction. If one likes to make a 
terminological difference one may reserve the term /ogica/ 
fiction for what we call fact-based fiction, and the term 
epistemic fiction for what we call non-fact-based fiction. 


In this particular case where *— F g M’ is a false proposition 
the word *yadrüpa' in Gadadhara’s expression *yadrūpāvacchin- 
navisistavisayakatva’ would not refer to (—F g M)ness' 
which is an epistemic fiction not backed by fact. Hence 
‘(— F g M)ness’ cannot operate as a fact-based logical property 
for the purpose of limiting an objectness that would finally 
determine the contradictoriness of knowledge. Thus if the 
logical property limiting an objectness is taken in the sense 
of a fact-based logical fiction, we can do away with the word 
"yathārtha" inserted in the first definition. 


This distinction between the fact-based logical fiction and 
the non-fact-based epistemic fiction should be kept in mind 
to understand the following observation of Raghunatha :— 

“avacchedakatvam ceha anatirikta-vrttitvam, tena 
visistasya asattve'pi bhramāt pratibandhe'pi na 
ksatih” (Ibid. p. 1590) 

:—[The character of a limiting property is its non-extension 

beyond the limitable property. So even in the case of a false 
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contradiction there is no harm, even though there is no such 


objectness of a qualified objective fact as is to be determined 
by a contradictory false knowledge]. 


Gadadhara interprets *viSistasya" as ‘visistavisayakatakat- 
vasya’, and so our translation has become more interpretative 
than literal. Raghunatha means to say that since in a false  : 
contradiction ‘viśişța has no factual basis, so ‘visistavisayakatva’ 
or the logical character of ‘having a qualified object’ (i.e., when 
*-F g M’ is false) belonging to the invalid contradictory 
knowledge turns out to be a purely fictitious epistemic limiting 
property about which the question of *atiriktavrttitva” or *anati- 
riktavrttitva’ does not arise at all. 


Just as there may be a false contradiction to a valid 
knowledge so there may be a false contradiction to a false 
knowledge. Raghunatha’s interpretation of the second defi- 
nition also precludes the object of the latter type of knowledge 
from the scope of the definition. This has been brought out 
more effectively by Jagadīša in his commentary on Raghu- 
natha’s Anumānacintāmaņidīdhiti. Suppose somebody some- 
how takes a pitcher to be a lake and some bright red seeds 
to be burning charcoals. Now the pitcher having absence of 
bright red seeds would be apprehended by him as the lake 
having absence of fire. This false knowledge also inhibits the 
false inference ‘the lake has fire’. Here too the object of the | 
contradictory false knowledge will not constitute a fault of 
the inference, because the epistemic object, *vahnyabhāvavi- 
Sistahrada’, appearing in the inhibitory knowledge, does not 
figure in fact which is really the pitcher qualified by the absence 
of bright red seeds. So Jagadīša explains Raghunatha's word 
‘bhramat’ in the passage quoted above as follows :— 


*bhramaditi—hradatvadirüpena ghatādau, : 
vahnyādyabhāvatvena guiijādyabhāvasya bhramād 
ityarthah” (A.C.J. p. 1010) 


^: A subsidiary problem arises in this context. The false 
inference, ‘the mountain has smoke, because it has fire', implies 
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the false generalisation,—'whatever has fire has smoke’. It 
is false since the probans ‘fire’ exists in the locus, red-hot 
iron-ball, where the probandum ‘smoke’ does not exist. Here 
the fire existing in a locus having no smoke: constitutes the 
fallacy of violation or *vyabhicāra” (dhūmābhāvavadvrttiļ 
vahnih vyabhicārah). It contradicts the false *paramar$a', which 
is the composite synthetic judgment just before the inferential 
conclusion. The 'parāmarša” here takes the form, ‘dhiimavyap- 
yavahnimān parvatah'. Now the ‘vyabhicara’ or ‘dhiimabhava- 
vadvrttih vahnih’ is a knowable (prameya) object. We assume, 
in conformity with our earlier discussion, that the contradicto- 
riness of the contradicting knowledge of 'vyabhicàra' is limited 
by the limitor,—*(dhūmābhāvavadvrttivahni)tvāvacchinna-vi- 
sayakatva'. This ‘avacchedakadharma’ may be stated as :— 
'(—S cl F)nes | v. [‘Dhiimabhavavadvrttih ‘vahnih’ means 
that fire is co-locative (samānādhikaraņa) with the absence of 
smoke. ‘—S’ stands for absence of smoke, ‘cl’ for ‘samanadhi- 
karana’ or co-locative, F for fire, ‘I’ for limitation and ‘v’ for 
visayakatva]. 


We go to the next section for discussing the problem to be 
posed in this context. 


Section—IV 


RAGHUNATHA'S VISISTANTARAGHATITA 
DEFINITION—THE LAW OF SUFFICIENCY 


Now Such a fire as qualified above is also qualified by 
. knowability or ‘prameyatva’. The question is whether *prame- 


yatvavisista (dhumabhavavadvrttivahniy’ would constitute the 


‘vyabhicara’ or not. Apparently it should be so, because the 
knowledge of (-S cl F) gualified by "Prameyatva” also stands in 
contradiction to the inference. This extended gualification does: 
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not detract from the contradictoriness of the knowledge. If 
now ‘Ky’ stands for knowability then {Ky g (—S cl F)}ness 1 v’ 
should be considered as good a limitor of contradictoriness. 
as ((—S cl F)ness] v’. The former extended limitor (with the 
addition of knowability) is also ‘anatiriktavrtti’, because it does 
not exist in a knowledge which does not possess the contradic- 
toriness. So apparently we are entitled to extend *vyabhicāra” 
upto ‘Ky q(—Scl F which also may figure as the object 
of contradictory valid knowledge. 


Yet this extension is not allowed, for it violates the law of 
sufficiency. For the sake of logical exactitude we should also 
take into consideration the need of logical economy and so 
should take into account as much contradictoriness of know- 
ledge as is sufficient to contradict a false inference or inferential 
generalisation. The knowledge of ‘—S cl F’ is alone sufficient 
for contradiction. The addition of the qualification, ‘knowa- 
bility,’ does not subvert the contradiction, nor does it strengthen 
it, but is more than sufficient. So a logical law must be found 
out to eliminate this fault of over-sufficiency. Raghunatha 
has formulated this law in his stipulation that, —*No sufficient 
qualificatory property of limitation should have as its consti- 
tuent a less extensive qualificatory property which is also 
sufficient at the same time". When a constituent property 
suffices to limit the contradictoriness we do not require to 
elongate the property by a further qualification in order to 
limit the same contradictoriness of the same knowledge. In 
our case, while *«(—S cl F)ness | v’ is sufficient as a limiting 
property, '(Ky g (—S cl F)ķness | v’ is a dispensable irrelevance. 
This operation of the law of sufficiency is implied by Raghu- 
nātha in the following observation,— 'vi$esapiyam ca tādrša- 
viSistantaraghatitatvena, tena prameyatvadivisiste savyabhi- 
cārādau natiprasahgah,”—[What is sufficiently qualified should 
not be constituted of another property which is also sufficiently 
qualified for the same purpose. So the definition of *savyabhi- 
cara hetvābhāsa” does not over-extend to ‘Ky g (—S cl F)” but 
stops at (—S cl F)] —(A. C. G. p. 1591) 
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Jagadīša's Interpretation 
To emphasise this point Jagadisa explains Raghunātha's 
expression *tādršavišistāntara” as 'svātiriktatādrša”, and conti- 
nues thus—*'prameyatvavišistasavyabhicārādišca svātiriktena 
savyabhicārādinaiva tadrsena ghatita iti na tatrátiprasangah" 
(A. C. J. pp. 1010-1011) 


In the invalid inferential structure ‘the mountain has smoke, 
‘because it has fire’, the assumed generalisation ‘whatever has 
fire has smoke’ is obviously subject to violation. The violation 
is of the form ‘—S cl F’, i.e., ‘fire exists even in the absence of 
smoke’. The introduction of the further qualification ‘prame- 
yatva’ or 'knowability would give the form of violation as 
‘Ky q(-Scl F). The pronoun ‘sya’ in Jagadiga’s interpre- 
tation ‘svatirikta’ etc. refers to this elongated total form. The 
part thereof, i.e., ‘—S cl F’ itself completes the fault. So this 
total is constituted in such a way that something other than 

. the total (svātirikta) is enough to account for the fault. (In 
the Nyāya view the part is different from the whole). Thus 
this total formed by the redundant qualification *prameyatva' 
or 'Ky'should not be counted as the fault. 


Jagadīša further clarifies the meaning of his own expression 
“svatirikta’ as follows :— 


"Svātiriktatvaūca svānavacchinnaprakāratāvaccheda- 
katvam ......... Suddhasavyabhicarasya visistasavya- 
bhicāratvānavacchinnaprakāratāvacchedakatvenaiva 
tatrātiprasaūgabhangāditi bhāvah” (Ibid. p. 1011) 


In other words, ‘{Ky g (—S cl F)}ness’, as the limiting factor’ 

of the objective form of knowledge is different from *‘(—S cl F)- 

ness’, which constitutes a more simple but sufficient 
These two limitations, properly speaking, give two different 
forms of knowledge. Hence '(-S cl F)ness’ becomes the 
limitor of such a form (prakāratā) as is not limited by 
“{Ky g (=S cl F)}ness’. Yet -—S cl F’ figures as a constituent 
of ‘Ky q (~SclF). Sucha redundantly constituted complex 
whole is excluded from the Scope of the fault by Raghunatha’s 
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condition of ‘visistantaraghatita’. But we are of the opinion 
that the law of sufficiency which we have explained above can 
explain the point in a correct but simpler way than the more 
sophisticated interpretation attempted by Jagadīša. 


Gadadhara’s Interpretation 
Gadadhara’s interpretation of ‘antaraghatita’ in Raghu- 

natha’s ‘tadrsavisistantaraghatita’ appears more formidable due 

to the long compounds; but if we have patience enough to 

pursue the compounds the matter would not appear more diffi 

cult than Jagadīša's interpretation. Gadadhara observes :— 
*antareti, svāvacchinnāvisayakapratīti-visayatāvacc- 
hedakāvacchinnārthakam, tadaghatitatvam tādršā- 
visayaka — pratitivisayatvam....... prameyatvavišistav- 
yabhičāratvādeh svavacchinnavisayaka — pratītiviga- 
yatavacchedaka — vyabhicāratvādyavacchinnāvisaya-- 
ka — pratītivisayatāvacchedakatvābhāvāt na tadavac- 
chinne ativyaptih” (A. C. G. pp. 1596-1597) 


It is agreed that *- S cl F' as the object of a contradictory 
valid knowledge constitutes the fault of *vyabhicāra”. The 
knowledge of ‘Ky g (7 S cl F} also contradicts the inferential 
generalisation or the complex judgment of ‘paramarsa’. Then 
why ‘Ky q(—Scl F) should not constitute the same fault ?— 
That is the question. After the analysis of this seemingly 
formidable compounds Gadadhra’s interpretation finally settles 
down to this:— Since the knowledge of ‘Ky g (—S cl FY is 
also at the same time the knowledge of *-S cl F, the 
objectness belonging to ‘Ky q (—Scl F)’ is incomplete and 
impossible without including in its fold the objectness belonging 
to*—Scl F. Hence the knowledge which is determined by 
the objectness limited by Ky q (-S cl F)ļness” cannot exclude 
*-Sc F’as its object. The fault as the object-complex of 
the contradictory knowledge should be non-inclusive of another 
complex which figures as the same fault. ‘Ky q(—Scl F) is 
not such a non-inclusive object-comples. So here the included 
shorter complex ie. ‘—Scl F” should be considered as the 
fault, and not the inclusive longer complex. It is clear now 
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that Jagadīša and Gadādhara practically make the same point 
in two different technical languages. 


Gadādhara's *Višistadvayāghatitatvaghatita” Definition 
The contradictory knowledge must be certain knowledge 
and not take tha form of a doubt. The wrong inference, ‘the 
lake has fire’ is contradicted by the sure knowledge ‘the lake 
has no fire’. But the mere doubt of the form, ‘whether the 
lake has fire or not’, is not enough to constitute a contradiction. 
So the contradictory knowledge must be of the form of 
nišcaya, i.e., be attended by a feeling of certitude. There 
may be cases where the contradiction is constituted by a 
combination of two or more contradictory cognitions. Suppose 
we have the certain knowledge that the lake has water, and 
Suppose this knowledge inhibits the inference ‘the lake has fire’, 
in combination with a background knowledge, ‘the lake having 
water has no fire',—'hrado jalavān vahnyabhavavan’. The 
question is :—whether in such cases as in a combination of 
two contradictory knowledges wherein the contradiction is 
constituted by one knowledge being qualified by another 
knowledge (jiiānavisistajītāna), the fault of the inference should 
or should not be constituted by the combination of such two 
related objects of such two related cognitions. Here the con- 
tradictory form of this combined knowledge involves an 
inference of the form—‘whatever has water has no fire, this. 
lake has water, so this lake has no fire’. Here even before 
advancing to the stage of the final conclusion, the knowledge: 
of the minor premise being qualified by the knowledge of the 
major premise in enough to block the wrong conclusion, 
= eu lab Kāla os limiting factor (avacchedakadh- 
1s the property of “being such a 
knowledge as 1s qualified by such another kno 
Jūānavisistatādršajūānatva)” 
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that is, does not go beyond the limitable to the non-limitable. 
Now should we not say that :—Two combined objects of such 
a combination of knowledge, namely, *something having water 
has absence of fire’ and ‘the lake has water’, should together 
account for the fault of the inference, ‘the lake has fire” ? 
That is the problem raised by Gadādhara and he answers in 
the negative. 


The difference of this case from the former case of ‘Ky q- 
(—Scl FY is obvious. In the present case we are dealing 
with two combined propositional objects of two combined 
cognitions, one qualifying the other, while in ‘Ky q ( —S cl FY 
we are concerned with one complex object of one complex 
knowledge which includes a shorter complex as its constituent. 
So the case of ‘Ky g (-S cl FY is eliminated by Raghunatha's 
condition, ‘viststantaraghatitatva’. But the present case under 
consideraiion cannot be eliminated by the same condition. 

To eliminate this unwelcome case Gadādhara introduces 
the concept of *visistadvayaghatitatva" in addition to Raghu- 
natha’s ‘vigistantaraghatitatva’. By this Gadādhara wants to 
lay down a further condition that two such object-complexes 
(višistadvaya) as are cognised by two combined cognitive 
complexes, of which one is qualified by the other, should not 
together constitute a fault, despite the fact that the property 
of being such a combination of cognitions, as a limiting factor 
of contradictoriness, is not an over-extensive property (anati- 
riktavrtti). Gadadhara observes :— 

“vadrgavisistavisayakaniscayavisista-yadrsavisista- 
visayakanišcayatvam pratibandhakatanatiriktavrtti 
tādršavišistadvayāghatitasyāpi  vivaksaniyataya 
uktavišistavāraņasambhavāt” —(A.C.G. p. 1595) 


This new condition proposed by Gadādhara creates a new 
difficulty in another direction. In the fallacy of ‘satpratipaksa” 
or counter-inference a counter-probans seeks to establish the 
contradictory of the original probandum in relation to the 
same minor term. If the counter-inference is established the 
original inference is lost. If again the counter-inference is 
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at least equally strong the original inference is inhibited by a 
sense of indecision between the two. Be it a decisive contra- 
diction or an inhibition bred by indecision, in either case the 
resistance against the original inference is successful. In a 
counter-inference a counter-probans is shown as being pervaded 
by the negation of the original probandum, and the minor 
term which is common between both the inferences is shown 
as the locus of the counter-probans, Hence here the original 
inference is countered by a combination of two cognitive 
complexes, namely, (1) the cognition that a counter-probans 
is pervaded by the negation of the original probandum, and 
(2) the cognition that the same minor term as in the original is 
the locus of this counter-probans. The fact stands that in 
‘satpratipaksa’ both the cognitive complexes are necessary to 
counter the original inference, and so the fault of the original 
inference is constituted by a combination of two object- 
complexes corresponding to two cognitive complexes. Hence 
the condition "višigļadvayāghatitatva”, as suggested by Gadā- 
dhara, would exclude ‘satpratipaksa’ from ihe scope of fallacy. 
But it is an ‘undesirable exclusion. Thus Gadādhara is com- 
pelled to condition his condition such that *višistadvayāgha- 
titatva’ is to be understood along with the exclusion of *satpra- 
tipaksa' from its fold. 

All these complications, however, may be avoided by 
appealing to the Law of Sufliciency. The object of knowledge 
is to be considered as the fault, only to that min 
upto which the knowledge of the same object is 
resisting inference, 
cognitive complexes is 


imum extent 
sufficient for 
In ‘satpratipaksa’ a combination of two 
necessary for resistance to the inference ; 
one is not sufficient. So two object-complexes together should 
constitute the fault. But in the false case of ‘the lake has fire’, 
the two cognitive complexes, such as ‘the lake has water’ and 
‘the lake has no fire’, are not necessary to complete the resis-' 
tance. Either the knowledge that the lake has water, or the 
knowledge that the lake has no fire, is sufficient to successfully ` 
combat the false inference ‘the Jake has fire’, Hence either 
the propositional object. ‘the lake has water’ or the proposit- 
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ional object, ‘the lake has absence of fire’, should constitute 
the fault of *bādha”. The Law of Sufficiency demands that 
we should take it as a case of exclusive disjunction, not that 
of an inclusive disjunction. 


A Related Problem of Avacchedakatva 


A pertinent question crops up in this connection. It is 
generally accepted as a principle that the limitor or ‘avacche- 
dakadharma’ should not be a heavy property if a lighter 
property is sufficient to limit the limitable. Thus in appre- 
hending the absence of a pitcher the counter-correlativity or 
‘pratiyogitva’ belonging to the pitcher in limited by ‘ghatatva’ 
or pitcher-ness, and not by ‘pitcherness qualified by *dravyatva” ; 
‘Dravyatvavisista ghatatva (pitcherness qualified by substanti- 
vity)’ is a heavier property than pure and unqualified *ghatatva” 
which is sufficient as a limiting factor. If we accept this prin- 
ciple the question of «(Ky g (—S cl F)ļness”, or, *(prameyatva- 
vigista-(dhiimabhavsamanadhikaranavahni)}tva’ being conside- 
red as the determinant of the '*vyabhicára hetvābhāsa” does not 
arise at all. Hence Raghunātha's conditioning elaboration 
of *yadrsavisista' as ‘tadrsavisistintaraghatita’ is fruitless. As 
the limitor of objectness ‘{Ky g (—S cl F))}ness’ is a heavier 
property than pure ‘vyabhicaratva’ or $— S cl F)’-ness’; so by the 
Law of Sufficiency *-S cl F” should be treated as the fault of 
violation and not the heavier object-complex, ‘Ky g (—S cl F)’. 
Jagadi$a raises this problem and observes that the question,— 
whether ‘Ky q (—S cl F} is to be counted as the ‘hetvabhasa’ 
has sprung from an opposite opinion to the effect that some- 
times even a heavier property should be accepted as the limiting 
factor. This is surely the case in the following false inference— 
*hrado dahajanakadravyavan, dravyatvàt"—The lake has a 
substance causing burn, because it is a substance. Jagadisa 
observes :—‘‘vastuto gurudharmasya pratiyogitavacchedakat- 
vamate eva laksaņam, anyathā ‘hrado dāhajanakadravyavān 
dravyatvat’ ityādau badhasyasambhavapatteh’’ 

—(A.C.J. p. 1012) 
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Here the knowledge that inhibits inference is that ‘the lake 
has the absence of a substance causing burn’. A substance 
causing burn may be factually interpreted as fire. So one 
may argue that ‘the lake has the absence of a substance causing 
burn’ means ‘the lake has the absence of fire’. Thus the 
property of ‘(burn-causing-substance)ness’ or ‘(dahajanaka- 
dravya)tva’ appearing as the limiting factor of counter-corre- 
lativity of absence (pratiyogitavacchedaka) is nothing but 
fire-ness which, as the limitor, is not a heavy property. If it is 
so, in the inference presented for consideration by Jagadīša, 
there is no case of a heavier property becoming the limiting 
factor. 

Against this seemingly easy solution of the problem 
Jagadīša presents a useful distinction between the epistemic 
and the wordly fact. In the consideration of *hetvābhāsa” we 
are concerned with the form and content of the contradictory 
knowledge. When a substance causing burn is equated to 
fire it is a matter of definition derived from fact. So it formally 
follows from this definition that an object of knowledge 
figuring as a negation the counter-correlativity to which is 
limited by "(burn-causing-substance)ness', or, ‘(dahajanakad- 
ravya)tvavacchinna-pratiyogitakah abhavah’, is the same as 
the object of knowledge figuring as the negation the counter- 
correlativity to which is limited by fire-ness, or, *vahnitvā- 
vacchinna-pratiyogitakah abhāvah”. Yet in the epistemic 
Structural complex the content of knowledge as the *substance- 
causing-burn' is not the same as the fire. 
stood if we consider the followin 
substance-causing-burn is fire’. 


of the propositional knowledge the object-content appearing 
as the predicate must be analytically different from the object- 
content appearing as the subject. Otherwise the very propo- 
sition could not be entertained in knowledge. From this it 
follows that, so far as the epistemic Structural content is 
concerned, the knowledge of a 'substance-causing-burn and 
the knowledge of fire are not the same, It may be further 
assumed that a person who knows a substance causing burn 
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does not necessarily know it to be fire. In that case any 
epistemic equation between fire and the ‘substance-causing- 
burn’ is impossible. 


Having these considerations in view the contradiction of 
the false inference that ‘the lake has a substance causing burn’ 
should be ‘the lake has the absence of the substance causing 
.burn’, and not ‘the lake has absence of fire’. If that be so 
the limitor of contradictoriness must be the heavier property— 
‘(dahajanakadravyabhavavisista-hrada)tvavacchinnavisayakatva’, 
and not the lighter property, ‘(vahnyabhavavisistahrada)tva- 
vacchinnavisayakatva’. Here the limitor of counter-correlati- 
vity to negation must be ‘dahajanakadravyatva’ and not 
‘vahnitva’. Thus even a heavier property sometimes should 
be accepted as the ‘avacchedakadharma’. Otherwise, a negation 
determined by '(dāhajanakadravya)tva” cannot be established 
and so a lake qualified by such a negation is impossible. 
The knowledge of such a lake cannot operate as a contra- 
diction, and the lake as the object of such a knowledge is 
excluded from the scope of 'hetvabhàsa', which is, however, 
not admissible. Now if on this consideration a heavier 
property is accepted as a limiting factor, Raghunātha's con- 
ditioning interpretation of *yadr$avisista' as ‘tadrSavisistantara- 
ygetita’ is found to be relevant. By this new condition ‘prame- 
yatvavisistavyabhicaratva’ or ‘Ky g (—S cl F)ness’ in excluded 
from the scope of 'vyabhicára hetvabhasa’. In a similar way 
‘(prameyavahnyabhava)visistahrada’ is excluded from the scope 
of ‘badha’ or direct inhibition of inference. It is for this reason 
that 'sāmānādhikaraņya” or co-locativity of the limitor and the 
limitable, reinforced by the concept of ‘anatiriktavrttitva’, is 
often considered enough to complete the concept of limitation, 
and so the emphasis on the lightness Or the limiting property 
may be dispensed with. 


A Simpler Definition Suggested 


Raghunatha now quotes from someone a more simple 
definition of ‘hetvabhasa’ which runs as follows :— 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


| 48 CONCEPT OF LOGICAL FALLACIES 


“yädrśadharmiņi yādršadharmavattājiānam anumiti- 
pratibandhakam tasya dharmiņah tādršadharma- 
vattvam hetudoşah”. 


[The fault of the probans is the having of such a character 
by such a characterised object as about which the knowledge of 
its having that character constitutes the contradiction to the 
inference] —(A.C.G. p. 1603). 


Let us take the case of 'büdha'. The knowledge that ‘the 
lake has absence of fire’, inhibits the inference, ‘the lake has 
fire’. The lakeis the characterised object (dharmin) the knowledge 
of which as having for its character the absence of fire is the 
fault (hradasya vahnyabhāvavattvam hetudogah). Similarly in 
respect of the false inference, the mountain has smoke, because 
it has fire', contradiction is constituted by the knowledge of 
"the probans-fire’s existence even without the probandum 
‘smoke’.” Here ‘existence without the probandum' constitutes 
the character the possession of which by the middle term ‘fire’ 
accounts for the *vyabhicāra *hetvübhasa' :—‘vahninistha(dhi- 
mabhavavadvrttitvam) hetudosah’. Again in the case of a 
"svarūpāsiddhi hetvabhasa’ such as is involved in the inference, 
‘sound is impermanent, because it is a visual percept (Sabdah 
anityah caksusatvat)’, the knowledge of the sound’s ‘possession 
of the absence of visual perceptibility’ counts as the con- 
tradiction. So the fault of "svarūpāsiddhi” is constituted by 
the sound’s possession of this absence—‘sabdasya caksusatva- 
bhāvavattvam svartipasiddhi—hetudosah’ ; 


In all these cases the fault belongs to the middle term by 
virtue of the relation of ‘ekajfianavisayatva’ (being the object 
of the same knowledge) that we discussed before. Let us 
coin the term ‘cognitive co-contentiveness’ to mean this relation 
of ‘ekajiianavisayatva’. In the Structure of total knowledge to 
the effect that “the probans ‘smoke’ is assumed as existing 
in the minor term ‘lake’ which, however, Possesses the absence 
of the assumed probandum fire”, smoke figures as a co-content 
with the lake's having the absence of fire. Through this relation 
of co-contentiveness within the structure of the same knowledge 
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smoke is considered to be gualified by the fault, namely, *the 
lake’s having the absence of fire. Thus the middle term 
‘smoke’ becomes faulty, being qualified by the fault which is 
nothing but the propositional object of the valid contradictory 
knowledge. 


Similarly this concept of the *hetvābhāsa" conforms to the 
notion of ‘vyabhicara’. In the structure of the total knowledge 
to the effect that “the assumed probans ‘fire’ can exist in a 
locus in which the assumed probandum ‘smoke’ does not 
exist," fire figures as a co-content of its ‘existence without 
smoke'. Through this relation of co-contentiveness within a 
common cognitive structure the probans ‘fire’ is qualified by 
the fault, namely, “‘fire’s’ existence without the probandum, 
smoke". Hence the probans ‘fire’ is faulty. 


Let us take the case of *svarūpāsiddhi" that we have shown 
above. In the common cognitive structure as a whole,—‘‘the 
probans ‘visual perceptibitity', is assumed to be existing in the 
minor term ‘sound’ which, however, does not possess the said 
probans",—the probans ‘visual perceptibility’ appears as a 
co-content of the *'sound's possessing the absence of such 
a probans". "Through this relation of co-contentiveness within 
the same structure of knowledge, the probans *visual percep- 
tibility’ is qualified by the fault, namely, “the souud's 
possessing the absence of visual perceptibility". Thus the 
probans becomes faulty. 


This definition of *hetvābhāsa” quoted by Raghunātha 
presents the view of those who think that within the structure 
of contradictory knowledge the term figuring as the ‘dharmin’ 
or the qualified object should be treated as the adjective 
(višesaņa) and its qualifying property asthe substantive (or better 
say, the property of ‘having the property'—'dharmavattva"). This 
view has a considerable amount of plausibility. It seems to 
involve an underlying understanding to the effect that in the 
concept of fallacy the emphasis should be laid on that factor 
in the contradictory knowledge which marks its point of 
departure from the contradicted knowledge, and not on the 
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factor that is common and constant between the contradictor 
and the contradicted. In the false inference, ‘the lake has 
fire’ the contradiction is presented by the knowledge that ‘the 
lake has absence of fire’. In these two cognitions the subject 
‘lake’ standing for the minor term remains common and 
constant. This must be so, because contradiction requires 
the sameness of the subject. Absence of fire in the Himalayan 
snow cannot contradict the falsely assumed presence of fire 
in the lake. Hence the contradiction, truly speaking, obtains 
between the two varying predicates, presence of fire and absence 
Of fire, in relation to the ‘same, subject. (We choose not to 
notice that fire is also common between its absence and presence, 
since presence of water and presence of fire may also be 
factually taken as contradictories). In order to bring out this 
predicative determination of contradiction the emphasis is to be 
Jaid on the predicate. To do justice to this understanding the 
original substantive-adjective position should be reversed. We 
should say that the false knowledge of ‘presence of fire in the 
lake’ is contradicted by the true knowledge of ‘absence of fire 
in the lake’. Hence instead of saying that the fault is consti- 
tuted by ‘the lake qualified by the absence of fire’ we should 
better say that the fault is represented by the form—‘the poses- 
sion of the property of absence of fire qualified by the lake’. In 
other words, instead of saying *vahnyabhavavisista hrado badha- 
dosah’, we should say—"hradanistha-(vahnyabhavavattvam) 
bádhadosah'. Here the original predicative adjective, *the absence 
of fire' takes up the role of the substantive, and the original 
subject-substantive ‘lake’, assumes the role of the adjective. 


Gadādhara points out this implication of the definition as 
follows :— l 


"sādhananistha-sādhyābhāvavadvrttitvādeh eva 
vyabhicāratayā prasiddhih, na tu tadvišista- 
sadhanadeh, ato na tasya dosatvam iti kašcidāha 
—(Ibid). 
Raghunatha 's expression *kascit" (someone Says so), implies 
his dislike for this definition. The seed of this dislike is thus 
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pointed out by Gadādhara-**sādhananistha-sādhyābhāvavad- 
vrttitvādeh iva sádhyabhavavadvrtti-sadhanadeh api dosatve 
ksativirahāt” (Ibid. p. 1604) 

Gadādhara means that the fault may be egually expressed 
in both the forms, namely, *the probans” existence in a locus 
possessing the absence of the probandum", or, **the probans as 
being qualified by existence in a locus possessing the absence of 
the probandum". Here the difference between the two express- 
ions lies purely in the form, but not in the material content of 
knowledge. This sameness of the object-content appearing in 
different forms of knowledge has been suggested by Raghu- 
nàtha . himself—*sadhyabhavavadvrttisadhanam, —— sadhana- 
vadvrtti-sādhyābhāvo và hetudosah, yena kena cit sambandhena 
tadvàn ca prakrto hetuh dustah— (Ibid. p. 1591) 


The meaning of ‘yena kena cit sambandhena’ is a reference 
to the various ways of *ekajfianavisayatvasambandha' that we 
discussed in details before. 


What appears as the substantive in the contradicted know- 
ledge may appear as the adjective in the contradictory know- 
ledge. Thus the false knowledge, *the lake has fire” may be 
contradicted by the cognitive form *the absence of fire belongs 
to the lake’. The change of position of the subject ‘lake’ into 
the predicative position in the contradictory propositional 
knowledge does not affect its contradictoriness in the least. 
Hence Jagadīša observes— 

*asamānākārasyāpi jhanasya pratibandhakatā...” 
(A. C. J p. 1012) 


Section—V 
SOME MINOR MODIFICATIONS 
After all these discussions on Gangesa's second definition 
of ‘hetvabhasa’ some minor modifications are still necessary. 


We have seen how Raghunatha has already suggested many 
modifications. He is still not satisfied : some further modifi- 
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cations after further discussions are felt necessary. We shalt 
be now dealing with a minor modification. Contradiction to 
any inferenee does not determine the fault of any other in- 
ference. Contradiction to a particular inference determines the 
fault in relation to that inference alone. But this is not clear 
from the terms of the definition so far. Suppose ‘the mountain 
has fire’ is a valid inference, while ‘the lake has fire’ is an in- 
valid one. That the lake has absence of fire accounts for the 
fault of an inference. But whose fault ? [t is not the fault of 
the valid inference. We made it clear in course of interpreta- 
tive discussions, But it is not directly stated in the definitions 
as such. One may argue that the matter is obvious. When an 
inference is contradicted by some valid knowledge the fault 
obiviously belongs to the target of contradiction. But this 
obviousness does not bridge the technical gap in the definition. 
So the matter is to be interpreted this way,—The contradiction 
Should be of the inference involving the same minor term with 
the same character, the same probandum with the same 
character, and the same probans with the same character as are 
involved in the object of the contradictory knowledge— 


[atastaddharmavacchinnatatpaksaka - taddharmavacchi - 
nnatatsadhyaka - taddharmāvacchinnataddhetukānumiti - 
pratibandhakatvm vacyam—Raghunatha] 


—(A. C. G. p. 1604) 


Thus ‘the lake having absence of fire’ as the object of con- 
tradictory knowledge does not constitute the fault of the fault- 
less inference, ‘the mountain has fire’. That which is involved 
in the object of the contradictory knowledge is not the 
mountain characterised by mountain-ness, but the lake charac- 
terised by lake-ness, which is involved as the minor term in the 
contradicted inference *the lake has fire’. Thus the fault is 
attached, through the relation of 'ekajfianavisayatva', to the 
middle term ‘smoke’ involved in the inference, ‘the fake has 


fire’, and not to the middle term, ‘smoke’ involved in the 
inference, ‘the mountain has fire’. 


- Again | two i 
gain let us take two inferences, namely, *the mountain has 
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fire” and ‘the golden mountain has fire*. The former is valid 
and the latter invalid. Yet the fault of the latter should not 
be imposed on the former. The fault of the latter is constituted 
by the object of such a contradictory knowledge as that *there 
is no goldenness in a mountain”. In the valid inference what is 
involved as the minor term is not the mountain characterised 
by golden-ness, but the mountain characterised by mountain- 
ness alone. This difference in the character of the minor-term 
in two inferences determines the fact'that the fault constituted 
by the object of the cognition that there is no golden-ness in 
the mountain, cannot be attached to the inference ‘the mountain 
has fire’. That is the reason why in his interpretative modi- 
fication Raghunātha introduces such conditions as ‘the same 
term with the same character’ etc. 


Gangeša's definition and its interpretation advanced so far 
still leave some serious gaps. When a probandum is already 
established in a minor term by an inference, this pre-established- 
ness inhibits an immediate further inference of the same pro- 
bandum in relation to the same minor term. If ‘hetvabhasa’ is 
defined as ‘pratibandhakajfianavisaya’ (the object of a valid 
inhibitory knowledge) as it has been done by Gangeša, an 
object of an already established valid inference would itself 
constitute a fault, since such an object inhibits the immediate 
repetition of the same inference. In this sense every valid 
inference would have constituted a fault virtually in relation 
to itself. 


When semebody endeavours to establish something which is 
already accepted by the opponent he commits the fault of 
‘siddhasadhanata’ (establishing what is already established). 
The concept of this fault is based on the fact that in a debate 
one should not kill time by trying to prove something which 
the opponent already considers as having been proved. Hence 
any established valid inference stands as a handicap to any 
further demonstration or repetition of the same. But curiously 
enough, by Gangeša's definition, taken in its exact literal sense, 
every valid inference turns out to be a fault. Because fhetva- 
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bhiisa’ has been defined as an object of valid inhibitory know- 
ledge, the propositional object of any valid inference such as 
‘this mountain has fire’ would itself become a *hetvabhasa,' for 
such an inference is an obstacle to the same inference being 
repeated. 


To remove this difficulty which threatens to transform 
Gangeša's definition almost to an absurdity Raghunātha quotes 
a long definition— 


“vadvisayakaniscayasya virodhivisayataprayuktah 
taduttaramanumitau  anāhāryamānasajiiāāne va 
paksatāvacchedakavišiste sādhyatāvacchedakavis- 
istasadhyvaisistyavagahitvasya sādhyatāvaccheda- 
kavišista-sādhyanirūpitavyāptivišista-hetutāvacche- 
dakavišista-hetumattāvagāhitvasya ca  dvayoh 
vyatirekah tattvam hetudosatvam" 


(A. C. G p. 1606). 

The pivotal importance of this newly proposed definition is 
concentrated in the expression *virodhivisayatāprayukta” 
(determined by the contradictory nature of the object of contra- 
dictory knowledge), which marks the point of departure from 
Gangeša's definition. Gangesa’s definition hinges upon the 
notion of  'pratibandhakajfianavisayatva'. The difference 
between the-two notions is measured by the difierence between 
‘the object of contradictory knowledge’ and ‘the contradictory 
obiect of knowledge’. In the new definition contradictoriness 
is sought to be shown in the object itself, while in Gangeša's 
definition it primarily belongs to the knowledge of the object. 
In the case of ‘siddhi’ or pre-established-ness of inference the 
inhibition of the repetition of the same is caused psycho- 
logically by the consciousness that it is already established, and 


not by the consciousness that a contradictory object is already 
established. 


Thus the new definition seeks to eliminate the psychological 
factor indolved in the inhibition and to replace it by the logical 
concept of contradictoriness belonging to the propositional 
object. The valid inference ‘this mountain has fire’ which is 
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already accepted, prevents the same being immediately repeated. 
This prevention is not determined by any contradiction 
between two referents of two propositions. So the new definition 
ushering in the notion of *virodhivisayatāprayukta” eliminates 
the danger of the definition being over-extended to all cases of 
valid inference. But the invalid inference, ‘this lake has fire’, 
is successfully covered by the new definition. Here the propo- 
sitional object ‘the lake has no fire’ or the established fact of 
the lake having the absence of fire, being caught in knowledge, 
stands in contradiction to the inferential proposition ‘the lake 
has fire’, and as such constitutes the falsity of the false inference. 
In short, the contradiction fundamentally obtains between the 
two objects of the two propositional cognitions (1) ‘the like has 
absence of fire (true) and (2) ‘the lake has fire (false). 


This shifting of the primary and basic contradictoriness from 
the realm of cognition to the realm of object apparently solves 
the problem, but only apparently. The propositional object is 
the fact corresponding to a propositional knowledge. A fact is 
a fact, there is neither a true fact, nor a false fact. If we say 
that the lake having absence of fire is a contradictory fact, then 
what is sought to be contradicted should also be a fact, for the 
contradictor and the contradicted must belong to the same plane 
of objective reference. But the proposition, ‘the lake has fire’, 
cannot correspond to a fact, since there is no false fact in the 
world. At least the Naiyāyikas are never prepared to accept 
such a fact. For this reason they refuse to recognise ‘alika- 
pratiyogika abhāva” or negation of something absurd as a fact. 
The absence of sky-flower is not a fact in itself. The Naiyayikas 
try to turn it into a fact by twisting the meaning of the expre- 
ssion as ‘kusume gaganiyatvabhava’ or the negation in flower 
of the property of ‘belonging to the sky’. Hence following this 
line of argument the difficulty may, be tided over in this way :— 

The presence of fire and the absence of fire taken by them- 
selves are established objects of the universe. So the contradic- 
tion obtains between the presence of fire and the absence of fire 
in relation to the same subject ‘lake—‘hrade vahnyabhavah hrade 
vahnisattaviruddhah’. In this way the substantive-adjective or 
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the subject-predicate relation is interchanged. It is the lake 
which stands as an adjective to the presence or absence of fire 
figuring as the substantive. Yet the difficulty cannon be totally 
done away with. The presence of fire and the lake taken 
separately are objects of the world no doubt. But is there an 
objective fact such as ‘hradavisistah vahnih ? Definitely not. 
There is no such fact as the ‘lake having fire’ or as ‘fire belong- 
ing to the lake’. There is nothing in the world of facts to be 
contradicted by the fact corresponding to the proposition ‘the 
lake has no fire’. In that case it must be admitted that in final 
analysis there cannot be any logical contradiction between 
facts. Hence logical contradiction must be between two contra- 
dictory propositions which are logical entities or between two 
contradictory propositional cognitions. Thus the new definition 
based on the notion of contradictoriness of the object itself 
flounders on the rock of the very logical concept of contradic- 
tion which the new dcfinition has claimed to embrace. So the 
newly proposed definition finally fails to make any improvement 
upon Gangeša, and the problem cropping up in the case of 
‘siddhi’ or pre-established-ness of valid inference, which pro- 
hibits any immediate entertainment of the same inference, 


remains as it is, and every valid inference or valid proposition 
may become a case of fault. 


Raghunātha has rejected this newly proposed definition 
on another count. In the Nyāya tradition of ‘hetvabhasa’ 
such an inference as “nirvahnih parvato vahniman” (the 
mountain having no fire has fire) has come to be accepted 
as a case of ‘hetvabhisa’. Quite apparently it is a self-contra- 
dictionary proposition the cognition of which is palpably 
absurd. If such an absurd knowledge is thoroughly impossible 
the very question of its contradiction does not arise. So it 
is beyond the very domain of logical truth-values, i.e. beyond 
the problem of truth or falsity. The Naiyāyikas think that an 
absurd knowledge is not a total impossibility. They maintain 
the possibility of such a cognitive fact as is called āhāryajijā 


It is defined as *badhakalinecchajanyam jianam’,—a know- 
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ledge that is caused by force of volition simultaneously with the 
cognition of its contradiction. It is a peculiar type of mental 
perception in which an obiect though perceived to be non- 
existent is brought up before the mind by force of volitional 
concentration. Though the mountain is rightly perceived as 
having absence of fire, yet by some exceptional exercise of 
volition it is conjured up before the mind as having fire. In 
such a mental perception two mutually opposed objects stand 
together without mutual cancellation in cognitive existence 
along with the knowledge of contradiction. But the Naiyāyikas 
do not recognise the possibility of this āhāryajīāna beyond the 
field of perception. If that is so the very problem of 
‘hetvabhasa’ regarding such an absurd inferential knowledge as 
‘nirvahnih parvato vahnimàün' does not arise at all, because 
such an inferential cognition is not accepted as a cognitive 
fact. 'Aharyajfiana' is possible only as a case of mental 
perception. Thus it is difflcult to see why this peculiar type of 
absurd inference should prove to be a headache for the purity 
of the definition of ‘hetvabhasa’. Moreover, an ‘aharyajiiana’ is 
accepted to be uncontradictable. It is rightly so, for a willingly 
entertained contradiction cannot itself be contradicted. The 
very force of contradiction is lost when two contradictories are 
made to stand as co-existents in the same knowledge brought 
about by a peculiar force of volition. But our definition of 
‘hetvabhasa’ is based on the fundamental concept of contradic- 
tion. An 'aharyajfiana' is beyond the pale of contradiction and 
also beyond the pale of inference. So why should the Naiyayikas 
bother about it at all in the context of ‘hetvabhasa’ ? 


It is simply because the tradition among the Naiyāyikas 
accepts itas a case of fallacy. Perhaps the Naiyāyikas have 
been plagued with this problem for the following reason :—If 
somebody states—'nirvahnih parvato vahnimàn' as a matter of 
inference you must assign some reason as to why it cannot be 
entertained. To pronounce some thought as absurd we are 
required to fix a fault upon it. It is true that the Naiyāyikas 
themselves do not recognise the possibility of ‘aharyajiiana’ as a 
cognitive fact of inference, or of any possible knowledge other 
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than volitionally forced perception. Yet others admit such a 
possibility. Thus ‘aharyajiiana’ constitutes the very foundation 
of the figures of speech employed in poetry. The poet says 
‘moon-face’ as a case of ‘riipakalamkara’ which expresses a pro- 
position of identity between the moon and the face. The poet 
knows very well that this identity is objectively absurd, yet 
he verily means this identity as an aesthetic object in order 
to bring out the exceptional beauty of a face. To do even 
a grain of justice to the poetic beauty of an expression we 
must admit 'āhāryajitāna” in this instance of verbal cognition 
(Sabdajfiana). 

The Naiyāyikas may not bother about poetry, but they 
have no right to command that nobody is entitled to 
entertain an ‘aharyajiiana’ beyond the realm of perception 
because they, the Naiyāyikas, do not recognise any such 
āhāryajiiāāna as a possible psychic fact. Others will come 
forward any say,—we feel the very possibility of such ‘aharya- 
jianas’ in our psychic behaviour as you command us to ignore. 
We cannot obey your command, because you have no right 
to dictate the emergence of cognition in our psychic existence. 
So the Naiyāyikas are in difficulty. When others will say :— 
we entertain such an inferential *āhāryajitāna” as ‘nirvahnih 
parvato vahnimān ; it will not suffic to reply :—you have no 
such cognition. A fault must be shown in this case of absurd 
knowledge. Thus the notion of contradiction standing at the 
base of *hetvabhasa’ does not extend to the instance of *aharya- 
jitāna” which is uncontradictable and uninhibitable. 


Section— VI 
THE DEFINITION FAVOURED BY RAGHUNATHA 


This inadequacy of Gangeša's definition and of the subse- 
quent attempts at improvement has prompted Raghunātha to 
leave Gangeša alone and to lend support to a definition which 


we are now going to examine. The definition runs as. 
follows :— : 
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"yādršapaksaka-yādršasādhyaka-yādršahetau vāvanto 
dosāh sambhavanti tāvadanyānyatvam hetvābhāsatvam” 
—(A. C. G. p. 1921) 

[A *hetvābhāsa” is that which is different from what is 
other than as many faults as are (traditionally accepted to be) 
possible in such a probans with such a minor term and such a 
probandum (as may be the case) ] 

The author here introduces the method of definition by 
double negation such as ‘A = —(—A),i.e.aterm or a state- 
ment is equivalent to the negation of its own negation. What 
is here meant to be the definition is simply this that a fault is 
equivalent to not-(not-fault). But such a definition hardly 
enlightens us on the nature of the thing or concept to be 
defined. That ‘A = —(- Ay does not tell us what ‘A’ is. It 
tells us more about the character or concept of negation than 
‘A’ itself. It isa form that is true about any thing of the 
universe and not about *A' alone. Truly speaking, this defini- 
tion by negation of negation is an application of the Buddhist 
concept of ‘apoha’ as the meaning of a word. 

The Buddhists do not accept the reality of the universal, 
since according to them the real is only the pure discrete 
particular of the moment which is significantly called ‘sva- 
laksaņa”. A word can mean only a universal meaning. 
Communication of meaning is possible only on the supposition 
that between the speaker and the hearer there is a common 
fund of meaning in which both can equally participate. Because 
*svalaksapas' as pure particulars of the moment have nothing 
common among them and because they differ from man to man 
and moment to moment, no word of a speaker can convey the 
same 'svalaksaga' to the hearer, nor can convey even to himself 
the *svalaksaņa” of an earlier moment at a latter moment. So 
the meaning is a universal which is only a logical construction 
(vikalpa) fixed by convention without any reference to the 
realm of reals. In such a case, the universal being unreal and 
the word failing to capture 'svalaksaga', the only real, the mean- 
ing of a word can be defined only as a negation of negation. 
The meaning of the word ‘cow’ is equivalent to ‘not(not-cow)’. 
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A similar situation appears to have arisen regarding the 
problem of giving a general definition of ‘hetvabhasa’ covering 
all possible invalid inferences relating to the middle term. 
Hence Raghunātha has cleverly resorted to the method of double 
negation. The definition finally settles down to the statement 
that a fault is what is traditionally accepted as fault in the 
society of logicians (sampradayasiddhah dosavyavaharah). This 
does not give us a common connotative concept belonging to 
all possible faults. The definition tells us this much that in a 
particular case the fault is one among all the faults that are 
conventionally accepted as such. 

Now we shall see that even this sense can hardly be brought 
out of the expression *tavadanya-anyatvam'. Let us take the 
statement—'A fault is other than what is different from all 
possible faults’. What is different from all possible faults is 
the rest of the universe. What is other than this rest may not 
be a single fault, but a group of faults. A single fault is not, 
however, the group. This raises a fundamental objection as to 
whether any particular fault can be equivalent to *not(not- 
fault. Let us say, ‘a man is equivalent to ‘not(not-man)’. 
Not-man is the rest of the universe. So what is ‘not(not-man)’ 
is not a man, but the class of men. Then how can we say that 
a manis equivalent to the class of men? The presentation by 
double negation would have been correct if ‘man’ stood for an 
individual man. If A is an individual there is no difficulty in 
stating that A = —(—A). In an equivalence it is hardly per- 
mitted to take one side as a particular and the other side as a 
universal. 

There is another difficulty about this equivalence through 
double negation. If ‘not-man’ is a class, an individual under 
this class is also different from not-man. So mere difference 
from not-man does not necessarily give us ‘man’. But the class 
that is different from not-man surely gives us ‘man’. A man is 
a member of this class and so is excluded from the class of not- 
man. All this shows that we are entitled to say,—‘fault = not 


(not-fault)’, but are not entitled to say,—‘A fault = 


t - 
fault)’. posing 
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It may be argued that here we are presenting the difficulty 
on the basis of equating equivalence to equality. Equivalence 
is not the same as equality, but is the relation of mutual impli- 
cation. ‘A man = not(not-man) would mean :—if A is a man, 
itis not true that A is not a man; or better still, “A is a man, 
if and only if, ‘A is not a man’ is not true”. This is an instance 
of the statement-form ‘p = —(—py. Similarly we can say,— 
“A is a fault, if and only if, ‘A is not a fault is not true”, 
Thus terminal equivalence should be transformed into proposi- 
tional equivalence of the form ‘p= -(-p). Even after 
admitting that our definition involves this propositional equi- 
valence we cannot admit that such an equivalence gives us the 
definition of logical fault. The author in his attempted defini- 
tion by negation of negation takes into consideration the relation 
of equality and not that of what modern logic calls equivalence. 
That negation of negation is equal to the original positive term 
is a generally accepted principle for the Naiyāyikas. According 
to them ‘not(not-pitcher)’ is equal to ‘pitcher’. But the diffi- 
culty that we have raised is that whether we are entitled to say 
that ‘not(not-pitcher)’ is equal to ‘a pitcher. If this equality 
is accepted a particular may attain equality with the class. 
Raghunatha seems to be conscious of this difficulty. So Raghu- 
natha wants to turn this definition by double negation into an 
expression of class-membership. To do this he has introduced 
an interesting logical technique. 

Let us take A, B, C as individual instances of man. Then 
A-—-(-A) B-—-(-B) C—-(-C) We now want to reach 
a Statement such as,—‘A man is excluded from the class of not- 
man’, or ‘A man is a member of that class which is totally 
different from the class of not-man. Let us now introduce the 
notion of ‘collective difference’ apart from individual differences. 
Now let us state this collective difference in the form :— 


—A 
not4 — B 
—C 


Here we also get the notion of *a single difference from a 
collection of differences’, or ‘a single negation of a collective 
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negation” (bhedakūtāvacchinnapratiyogitākabhedah). This 
Sanskrit expression gives us a type of negation of negation (here 
difference from difference) in which the counter-correlate 
(pratiyogin) of the final negation is not an individual negation, 
but a collection of negations. This difference from collective 
difference is something over and above the sum of particular 
second-tier differences from the primary particular differences. 


In other words, 
|) 
not, — B 
Te) | 
is more than a mere summation of —(—A), -(-B) -(-C). 
i. e, of A, B, C. Hence Raghunātha remarks :— 


“sa cātirikta eva anyonyábhàvah." Gadādhara comments— 
*bhedakūtāvacchinnapratiyogitākah bhedah atiriktah” 

(A. C. G. pp. 1621-1623) 

Let fA, fB, fC be all possible faults in a particular inference. 

Then we get a class of all possible faults in the following nega- 


tion of negation :— 
Í -fA 
not — fB 


— fC 


Each primary negatum within the brackets is a member of this 
class. Thus we get the definition of fault as :—a fault is equal 


— fA 
to a member of the class of ‘not (not-fault)’, i.e., jl f 3t 


which is reduced to the statement that a fault isa member of 
the class of all possible faults. Thus the definition, ‘yavanto 
dosāh tāvadanyānyatvam” is reduced to "tāvadanyatamatvam'. 
In other words, a fault is one of the members of such a colléc- 
tive class as we have obtained in the above method. 

But the definition in the term of a collective class-member- 
ship has an apparent defect. There may be a single fault in a 
particular inference. Since there is no collective class of faults 
(yāvanto dosah) the question of its membership does not arise. 
Hence. Raghunātha hastens to add 'ekamatradosasthale ca 
tattvam eva hetvabhasatvam’,—where there is -only one fault 
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that is the ‘hetvabhasa’ there (A. C. G. Ibid). This additional 
condition attached to *tāvadanyānyatvam” only shows that a 
proper definition of *hetvābhāsa" in general is hardly possible to 
attain. 


Raghunātha is himself conscious of this almost insuperable 
difficulty. Gangeša in his Tattvacintāmaņi, following the 
Nyāyasūtras, has classified *hetvābhāsa' into five types (with 
which we shall deal in separate chapters later on). Raghunatha’s 
interpretation of the definition is related to particular cases of 
inferences and not to inference in general. All particular wrong 
inferences do not involve the same number of fallacies. One 
may involve only one fallacy, another two or three, while still 
another all the five. When we say that a fallacy is one of the 
possible faults in a partrcular inference, the faults that are 
absent there are not covered by the definition. When we take 
up that particular inference do the faults absent therein 
cease to be faults thereby ? Then how do we classify fallacies 
into five types? Raghunatha replies that this classification in 
made with an eye to a possible case in which all the five types 
are present. Raghunatha remarks :— 


" paficavidhabhedoktistu tatsambhavasthalābhiprāyeņa” 
(Ibid) 

In that case we do not geta single common definition that is 
applicable to all possible fallacies. Let us take a scheme such 
as :— 

Inf. I—one fault 

Inf. II—two faults 

Inf. III—three faults 

Inf. IV—four faults 

Inf. V—five faults. —in which 


particular inferences differ from one another and the number 
of faults also differ accordingly. A proper definition of fallacy 
in general should be applicable to any fallacy in any particular 
inference. But this is not possible in Raghunatha's scheme of 
a definition applicable only to a particular case, Thus the 
expression ‘yavanto dosāh tavadanyanyatvam’ or 'távadanya- 
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tamatvam' is not really one definition, but a collection of as 
many definitions as there are possible faulty inferences. Thus 
in the context of our scheme of five faulty inferences we get 
the following five definitions :— 


(D A fallacy is this one fault. 
(Il) A fallacy is either of the two faults. 
(III) A fallacy is anyone of the three faults. 
(IV) A fallacy is anyone of the four faults. 
(V) A fallacy is anyone of the five faults. 


Since the definiens (laksana) on the right hand have no com- 
mon determining or limiting factor (laksaņānugamābhāva), the 
definition differs from particular to particular. Both Gadadhara 
and Jagadīša remark that the definiendums (laksya) also lack 
a common determining and limiting factor (laksyatāvacchedak- 
ānugamābhāva), and so differ from case to case. Raghunatha 
admits this consequence of his definition and remarks that a 
mere application of the same word as the definiens or the 
definiendum is insignificant, since it does not prove the exis- 
tence of a common limiting property (Sabdabhedamatrasya 
akificitkaratvat—lbid). So let our definition signify as many 
definitions as there are possible instances of faulty inference. 
So what Raghunatha presents as the definition of ‘hetvabhasa’ 
transpires to be a collection of definitions, in the sense that 
it implies a collection of as many particular definitions as there 
are particular faulty inferences. What he gives us is a class 
of definitions in the garb of a single definition, which in final 
analysis settles down to this that a fallacy is a member of the 
class of fallacies. We do not here define the class which is 
accepted as traditionally established in knowledge. We identify 
only a particular fault ina particular context. It is just like 
defining a man as a member of the mankind. It is difficult 
to see how this definition can escape the charge of circularity. 
That a man is a member of the mankind is a true proposi- 
tion, but every true proposition is not a real definition. 
What the definition states is really a series of statements 
such as :— 
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A is man 1, 
B is man 2, and so on. 


Thus it is a statement of statements, which leaves man 
undefined. 

But the problem is,—how do we feel enlightened by such a 
definition. If the collective class of faults is already esta- 
blished in knowledge what is the need of a definition? The 
purpose of a definition is to achieve clarity of the concept 
pertaining to a term. So a term cannot be defined by using the 
same term again in the definiens. Thus Prof. Tarski quite 
rightly observes in his Introduction to Logic (p. 35)—‘‘the 
definiens may be a sentential function of an arbitrary structure, 
containing, however, only constants whose meaning either is. 
immediately obvious, or has been explained previously. In 
particular, the constant to be defined, or any expression previ- 
ously defined with its help, must not occur in the definiens ;. 
otherwise the definition is incorrect, it contains an error known 
as a vicious circle in the definition". The principle of definition 
enunciated by Tarski is accepted by the Indian logicians also. 

Unfortunately, Navyanyāya, obsessed with a scrupulous 
care for avoiding under-extension (avyāpti) or over-extension 
(ativyāpti) undefatiguably labours only for some sort of 
mathematical exactitude, even at the cost of clarity of the 
concept. Thus ‘dravya’ or substance is sought to be defined 
as—‘dravyatvajatimad dravyam’—substance is that which is 
qualified by the presence of the universal *dravyatva' or *subs- 
tance-ness’. From the Nyāya standpoint it is a very accurate 
statement no doubt, but as an intended definition of substance: 
it is a statement of doubtful worth. One cannot grasp the 
concept of ‘dravyatva’ without knowing first what a ‘dravya’ is. 
Mere aceuracy of a statement is not enough to make a 
purposeful definition. After all that we have been discussing 
so long we come to the conclusion that Raghunatha almost 
realises the impossibility of a logically immaculate general 
definition of *hetvābhāsa'. The definition (yāvanto dosah 
tāvadanyānyatvam) is practically a devious way of admitting. 
logical impossibility of the definition of ‘hetvabhasa’. 


5 
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Third Definition 
Gangeša's third definition of *hetvābhāsa” has been more 
or less ignored by the commentators. Perhaps they do not 
think it to be of much consequence. The third definition runs 
as follows :— 
*jüyamanam sad yadanumiti-pratibandhakam tattvam và 
hetvābhāsatvam” (A. C. G. p. 1580) 


[ The fallacy of the middle term is that which, being the 
object of knowledge, contradicts (inhibits) an inference ]. 


‘In this definition the character of contradictoriness is 
transferred from knowledge to the object of knowledge. This 
raises the controversy whether an invalid knowledge is contra- 
dicted by a valid knowledge or by the object of a valid know- 
ledge. It is admitted that mere existence of a fact cannot 
constitute a contradiction. That the lake has no fire is a fact. 
This fact alone, remaining unknown, cannot contradict the 
false knowledge ‘the lake has fire’. That validity or invalidity 
is ultimately determined by a fact is not a matter of debate. 
Had there been no fact in the world the question of validity or 
invalidity could not have arisen at all. Yet a fact by itself is 
neither valid nor invalid. The fact is what it is. When we say 
it is not a fact, we do not mean that it is an invalid fact. We 
mean that such a fact does not exist. So the question of 
validity or otherwise belongs to the domain of knowledge 
which, if based on fact is pronounced valid, and going against 
fact is pronounced invalid. An invalid knowledge must exist 
in order to merit a contradiction. Now the question arises :— 
What does contradict an invalid knowledge, the fact itself, 
the fact being known as such, or the knowledge of the fact? 
Itis already admitted that the fact existing by itself beyond 
the pale of knowledge cannot contradict a false knowledge. 
So the choice is to be made between the two remaining alterna- 
tives. Bipedality of a man is a fact, and quadrupedality is 
not. One cannot say that bipedality of man contradicts his 
quadrupedality, for quadrupedality of man does not exist at 
all as a fact to invite any contradiction. Soa fact contradicts 
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neither another fact nor a non-fact. Hence contradiction 
must belong to the level of knowledge, and not to the primary 
level of fact. 

But can we not say that a false knowledge is contradicted 
by a fact figuring in valid knowledge (jfiayamana visaya) ? 
Apparently it is harmless, but logically and epistemically it 
is inaccurate. The moment we say that the fact figuring in a 
valid knowledge contradicts an invalid knowledge, the contra- 
diction is at once raised to the level of knowledge. The fact 
does not leave its habitat in the world of facts and physically 
enters into knowledge. It only bestows a corresponding form 
(ākāra) upon knowledge. The physical fact by itself cannot be 
the content of knowledge. So the fact as the object-content 
of knowledge is psychologically inseparable from the form 
imparted to knowledge. It is thus logically more sound to say 
that the true knowledge of a fact contradicts an invalid know- 
ledge, than to say that the fact figuring in knowledge cons- 
titutes the contradiction. In other words, because contradic- 
tion belongs to the level of knowledge we should better say 
that false knowledge is contradicted by the true knowledge 
of an object, and not by the object of true knowledge. This 
is also an answer to the controversy whether the knowledge of 
the middle term, or the middle term as the object of knowledge 
should be called the instrumental means of inference. Anyway 
the middle term as the object of knowledge settles down to the 
knowledge of the middle term. So itis logically more proper 
to say that knowledge of the middle term is instrumental to 
inference. lt is now easy to see that contradiction should 
logically belong to knowledge and not to the object figuring in 
knowledge. It is also then understandable why Gangesa's third 
definition of *hetvābhāsa” has been practically ignored as being 
not of much consequence. Moreover, the third definition fails 
to meet the problems raised by ‘siddha-sadhanata’ (establishing 
the established) and 'aharyajtiana' (willing entertainment of a 
self-contradictory proposition) that we discussed before in the 
context of the second definition. In the former case every 
valid propositional knowledge, or (according to the third 
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definition) every object of a valid propositional knowledge 
turns out to be a fault when it blocks the very emergence of a 
subsequent inference seeking to establish the same proposition 
already establised. Moreover, how can you attach a fault to 
something which is not born at all? This raises an interesting 
logico-epistemic problem which we choose not to discuss in 
the present treatise. 


After these detailed discussions on the general definition of 
*hetvābhāsa' we are in a position to go for the'special definitions 
of its different types. 
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CHAPTER—II 


SAVYABHICARATVA OR ANAIKANTIKATVA 
VIOLATION OF THE MAJOR PREMISE 


Section—I 
MEANING OF ANAIKANTIKATVA 
(Non-exclusive Disjunction) 


Fallacies of the middle term are broadly divided into five 
types—savyabhicara, viruddha, satpratipaksa, asiddha and 
bādhita. In the Nyāyasūtras 'satpratipaksa' is termed ‘prakarana- 
sama”, ‘asiddha’ is called *sadhyasama' and *badhita' is called 
‘kalatita’, also otherwise called ‘kalatyayapadista’ (Ns. 1,2/4). 
We shall deal with these five types in five different chapters. 

‘Savyabhicara’ is defined in the Nyāyasūtras as **anaikā- 
ntikah savyabhicārah **(Ns. 1/2 5). The word ‘vyabhicara’ 
means violation : here it means the violation of the inductive 
generalisation (vyāpti) represented by the Major premise. The 
-concept of this violation is brought forth by the term *anai- 
kāntika” which on analysis fixes the concept in relation to the 
particular type of fallacy. *Anaikāntika” is analysed as 'na 
aikantika’. 'Ekānta” means one extreme and so ‘aikantika’ 
means ‘confined to one extreme’. Thus 'anaikantika' stands for 
“not confined to one extreme". So Uddyotakara explains 
(under the same sütra)— 

*ekasmin ante niyatah aikāntikah, viparyayād anaikān- 
tikah" ; 

The terms *ekanta' and 'anekānta” are very significant, for 
through these terms both Vātsyāyana and Uddyotakara anti- 
«cipate the concepts of exclusive and non-exclusive disjunction 
which are so familiar in modern logic. A valid generalisation 
is the member of an exclusive disjunction. The relation 
between fire and smoke, expressed in the generalisation, *That 
which has smoke has fire’, implies two extreme possibilities, 
combined in such a logical sum as,—[‘an object having smoke 
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has fire’ or ‘an object having smoke does not have fire']. The 
first member of the disjunction is true and the second false. 
The truth of the first excludes the truth of the second. The 
two members of this disjunction are two ‘ekantas’ which are 
exclusive extremes. The term ‘anaikantika’ gives the idea of 
non-exclusive disjunction. Vātsyāyana has presented the 
following syllogism as an example (Ns. 1/2/5). 

“Sound is eternal, because it is a  non-tactile object 
(Sabdah nityah asparšatvāt)”. The implied generalisation is,— 
*That which is a non-tactile object is eternal' Here the two 
disjunctive possibilities may be expressed in the following 
logical sum,— ‘A non-tactile object is eternal’ or ‘A non- 
tactile object is not-eternal' Atman (Soul) is a non-tactile 
object and is eternal, while intelligence (buddhi) is also a 
non-tāctile object and is not-eternal. Here the disjunction 
is non-exclusive, since the truth of the one member does not 
exclude the truth of the other. The probans *non-tactility' 
both goes and does not go with the probandum ‘eternity’ and 
so cannot be attached exclusively to one extreme. Thus the 
generalisation, ‘Any non-tactile object .is eternal’, breaks 
down on the score of non-exclusive disjunction. In this sense 
the probans itself is called ‘anaikantika’, for it is not exclusively 
attached to one member of the disjunction. Because of having 
Such an ‘anaikantika’ probans the ‘vyapti’ or generalisation 
itself is called *anaikankika' as it does not constitute an exclu- 
sive extreme of disjunction. This is Significantly expressed 
by Vātsyāyana in the following observation :—'nityatvamapi 
ekah antah, anityatvamapi ekah antah, ekasmin ante vidyate iti 
aikantikah, viparyayad anaikāntikah, ubhayāntavyāpakatvāt” 
(Ns. 1 2/5). 

The expression ‘vyapakatvat’ has been loosely used in 
the sense of *samsparšitvāt'. The probans touches both the 
extremes. Thus ‘savyabhicara’, significantly defined as *anaikān- 
tika”, means a probans which happens to be the term of a 
memben of non-exclusive disjunction. This kind of *savya- 
bhicara' is called "sādhāraņa”, because the probans is common 
to both the presence and the absence of the probandum. 
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There are two other types of 'savyabhicara', namely, 
sasādhāraņa” and *anupasamhārin”, which too come within the 
scope of ‘anaikintika’. An example of *asadharaga' is ‘Sabdah 
nityah Sabdatvat' (Sound is eternal, because it has sound-ness) 


The exact definition of this type of *savyabhicāra” will be 
dealt with later on. Here we shall only confine ourselves to 
the point that notion of non-exclusive disjunction is applicable 
to this case. ‘Sabdatva’ belongs to the minor term ‘Sabda’ 
alone. We already know instances such as Soul, God, Time 
and so on, wherein the probandum ‘nityatva’ is known as 
present. Such instances are called *sapaksas” or co-instances 
which are allied or akin to minor term. But the probans 
‘Sabdatva’ belongs to none of them. Again we know ins- 
tances such as pitcher, furniture and so on, wherein the proban- 
dum ‘nityatva’ is already known as absent. Such instances are 
called ‘vipaksas’ or counter-instances. But the probans *šab- 
datva” does not belong to any such counter-instance. So the 
probans here is called *asādhāraņa” or uncommon in the sense 
that it is excluded both from ‘sapaksa’ and ‘vipaksa’, and is 
confined only to the ‘paksa’ or the minor term. The intended 
universal major premise should be,—‘That which has sound-ness 
is eternal’. Since sound-ness belongs to sound alone the 
major premise is virtually reduced to the proposition to be 
established (pratijiia), namely, ‘sound is eternal’. Thus the 
inductive generalisation represented by the major premise itself 
stands unestablished. The necessary relation of the probans 
to the probandum has not yet been apprehended anywhere in 
any ‘sapaksa’ and the major premise stands itself -as the propo- 
sition to be proved. 


In sucha case we are ata loss to decide between the two 
alternative members of the following disjunction :—‘That which 
has sound-ness is eternal’, or ‘That which has sound-ness is 
not-eternal’. We cannot say which one is true and which false. 
In the case of ‘sādhāraņa the ‘anekantatva’ or non-exclusive- 
ness of the disjunction flows from the fact that both its members 
may be true. This is due to the middle term being common to 
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both ‘sapaksa’ and ‘vipaksa’. In the case of ‘asadharana’ the 
non-exclusiveness of disjunction is determined by the exclusion 
of the probans from both ‘sapaksa’ and ‘vipaksa’. It is then 
impossible to decide between truth and falsity of any member 
of the disjunction. Either may be true and either may be false. 
We cannot fix one member to which truth or falsity is exclu- 
sively confined. 


The stock-example of *anupasamhārin” is ‘sarvam anityam 
prameyatvàt (All things are non-eternal, because they are 
knowable). Here the minor term ‘sarva’ exhausts the whole 
universe. Beyond the minor term there is no allied instance 
where the probans ‘knowability’ can be present, and also no 
counter-instance where it can be absent. Hence the intended 
generalisation (major premise), *That which is knowable is 
non-eternal' remains unestablished. The proposition to be 
proved is *all things are non-eternal' in which the minor term, 
‘all things’ already comprehends the middle terms ‘knowable 
things’. Thus the generalisation is actually a part of the very 
proposition to be proved. Now, since the generalisation 
remains unestablished we cannot decide the truth or falsity of 
any member of the disjunction—'All knowables are non-eternal” 
or ‘All knowables are eternal’. The non-exclusiveness of dis- 
Junction is a logical consequence of this indecision. We do 
not know which one of the two members is true and which 
false. The probans is here called ‘anupasamharin’, for it does 
not lead to any decisive conclusion (upasamhāra). 


It is doubtful if modern logic would accept 'asādhāraņa” 
and 'anupasamharin' as instances of non-exclusive disjunction. 
But both Vātsyāyana and Uddyotakara take all the three types 
of ‘savyabhicara’ as fitting instances of 'anaikantika'. In sādh- 
árapa' we decisively know that both the members of the 
disjunction may be true, while in ‘asadharana’ and ‘anupasam- 
harin’ we cannot decide between truth and falsity of either of 


the members. This indecision excludes the exclusion and so 
the disjunction is not-exclusive. 


The truth of the universa] major premise in a syllogism 
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requires it to be a member of an exclusive disjunction. It 
should belong to the form of the propositional function :— 
‘x is y for all values of x’. If x is y for some of its values, and 
not-y for some other values, the universality of the generalisa- 
tion comes to grief. In other words, in the disjunction, (*x is y' 
or ‘x is not-y’), we must exclusively decide in favour of the 
truth of one member. So where we cannot decide in this way, 
as in *asādhāraņa” and *anupasamhārin", we cannot call the dis- 
junction exclusive. That is to say, a non-decisive disjunction 
may also be called non-exclusive,—so think Vātsyāyana and 
Ūddyotakara. They are right in thinking so, since presentation 
of two exclusive alternatives of which the truth of the one 
implies the falsity: of the other constitutes the logical core of 
a correct generalisation. In this respect the term ‘anekanta’ 
involving the concept of 'ekānta” more faithfully brings out 
the logical basis of *savyabhicara' than some other attempts at 
hair-splitting definitions. 

The Buddhist logician Dharmakirti alsoe xplains anaikā- 
ntika in the sense of non-exclusive disjunction. His definition 
of ‘anaikantika’ clearly suggests this :— 


“ekasya rüpasya asapakse asattvasya asiddhau 
anaikantikah hetvabhasah” 

[*When another essential characteristic of a correct probans, 
namely, its absence in counter-instances, stands unestablished, 
the fallacy is called the violation of the universal major”. 
Prof. Stcherbatsky translates the name of the fallacy as *un- 
certainty’, which is more implicational than literal]. 

The non-exclusive disjuction standing at the root of this 
fallacy is brought out by Dharmottara in the following words— 

“ekah antah ekantah, sa prayojanamasya iti 
aikantikah, na aikantikah anaikantikah, yasmat 
na sadhyasya na viparyayasya nigcayah, api tu 
tadviparītah samSayah, sadhyetarayoh samSayahe- 
tuh anaikantikah uktah” 

(Nyāyabindu, K. J. R. I. Ed. p. 195) 


The absence of the probans in the counter-instances means 
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that it does not go along with the absence of the probandum. 
Thus in the disjunction, ‘x is y’ or ‘x is not-y’, if we know 
that x both goes and does not go along with y according to: 
different values of x, the generalisation ‘x is y' becomes 
doubtful, because we are not sure which particular value is 
signified by the variable x. 


Properly speaking, this interpretation of Dharmottara is 
not exactly faithful to Dharmakirti. When we definitely know 
that ‘x is not y' for some of its values, the generalisation 
‘x is y' is no longer doubtful, since its violation has been 
definitely ascertained. Anyway, non-exclusive disjunction con- 
Stitutes the basis of the violation of the universal major. 

The question of doubtful generalisation is presented by 
Dharmakirti in the next step— 

“tatha asya rūpasya samdehe api anaikāntika eva” 

[That is also a fallacy of ‘anaikantikah’ when we do not 
definitely know if the probans is absent or present in the 
counter-instances—Ibid. p. 197]. 

This is the case of disjunction where we cannot decide if 
"X is y' or ‘x is not-y'. Here our failure to fix truth or falsity 


on either member of the disjunction makes it non-exclusive in 
this particular sense. 


Section—II 
SOME DEFINITIONS EXAMINED 


In his examination of the earlier definitions of *savyabhicāra” 
and in formulation of his own definition of the same Gangeša 
again and again raises the question of alternative possibilities 
presented by a *savyabhicāra” probans. The first definition 
examined by Gaūgeša is— 

"savyabhicarah sadhya-tadabhàvaprasafijakah" 


[A ‘savyabhicara’ probans is that which entails both the 
presence and absence of the probandum. A.C.G. p. 1637)]. 
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This definition, despite the correctness of its underlying, 


idea, is couched in defective language. Entailment (prasafija- 
katva) is a necessary relation which, however, according to 
the definition goes to mean that the same probans is invariably 
related to both the presence and the absence of the probandum 
(sādhya-sādhyābhāva-ubhaya-sādhakatva), or, to the probabi- 
lity of both (ubhayāpādakatva). This is absurd, because the 
same probans cannot establish both the absence and the 
presence, or the probability of absence and presence, of the 
same probandum. Hence Gangesa remarks— 


"ekasya ubhayam prati asādhakatvāt ca” 


Thus the definition involving the idea of entailment breaks. 


down on the count that both the presence and the absence 
of the probandum, or the probability of both, cannot be 
entailed by the same probans. So Raghunātha remarks—*na ca 
viruddhobhayavyāpyatvam ekasya sambhavati” (Ibid). 


The next important definition examined by Gangesa is :— 


*sadhyasam$aya-janaka-kotidvayopasthapaka- 
paksa-dharmatàjfianavisayatve sati hetvabhimatah 
sah (savyabhicāra)” :— 


[‘savyabhicara’ is that term intended as the probans, which 


becomes the object of such a knowledge of its being a property 


of the minor term as causes the presentation of two opposite 


extremes, which in its turn causes doubt about the pro- 
bandum—lbid. p. 1639]. 


Let us take a familiar example of *sādhāraņa savyabhicara’— 


*parvato vahnimān prameyatvāt (the mountain has fire, because’ 


itis knowable)'. Here the intended universal major is,—‘that 
which is knowable has fire’. The probans ‘knowability’ belongs 
to the minor term ‘mountain’. The knowledge of this belong- 


ing of the probans to the minor term is called *paksadharma- 
tājňāna’. This mere knowledge of ‘knowability’ as belonging to, 


the mountain presents two such opposite extremes as the 


presence and the absence of fire in the mountain. Hence the: 


probans ‘knowability’ is ‘savyabhicara’ by suggesting a possible 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


76 CONCEPT OF LOGICAL FALLACIES 


violation of the generalisation. The idea behind this definition is 
this :—If both the knowledge of 'vyapti' and the knowledge of 
*paksadharmatà' (i.e., the major premise and the minor premise) 
were valid, the latter could not have presented two such con- 
tradictory alternatives as to throw the conclusion into doubt. 
But here despite the validity of *paksadharmatājitāna" (minor 
premise) two contradictory alternatives force their way into 
consideration, causing doubt about the very probandum ‘fire’. 
Hence it follows by implication that the major premise, i.e., 
the *vyapti itself is subject to violation. 
This definition is rejected by Gangeša himself on the 
following ground :— 
*etadajfiane'pi sādharaņyādipratyekasya jiianad 
udbhāvanācca svaparānumitipratibandhād udb- 
havitaitannirvahartham sādhāraņādeh avasyod- 
bhāvyatvena tasyaiva dosatvácca"—Ibid. p. 1667. 


The purport of this observation may be explained as 
follows :— 


The proposed definition of 'savyabhicara! comes down 
to this :— 
“sadhyasamSayajanaka-kotidvayopasthitijanaka- 


paksadharmatajiianavisayatvam savyabhicāratvam” 


We have seen that the general definition of *hetvābhāsa” 
is based on the concept of contradiction or inhibition of 
inference. Hence the special definition of a particular type of 
"hetvābhāsa" is also expected to be based on this basic notion. 
But the proposed definition of *savyabhicára? proceeding upto 
"paksadharmatājiiāna” is not necessary for the knowledge of 
contradiction. A knowledge of contradiction is quite possible 
without counting the knowledge of the meaning of this defini- 
‘tion as a common element covering the three types of ‘savyab- 
hicāra”. The main content of ‘savyabhicdra’ is that the proposed 
probans may exist even without the proposed probandum. It 
is such knowledge that is necessary for prohibiting the inference 
incase of ‘savyabhicara’. But the proposed definition is 
encumbered with irrelevant elements and does not directly 
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touch the notion of contradiction inherent in all ‘hetvabhasas’. 
The definition points to the violation of the universal major 
only by implication. As a further step the knowledge of this 
violation prevents the inference. Thus the definition suffers 
from two major defects—(i) It does not directly touch the 
problem of contradiction and (ii) contradiction is more directly 
possible with the direct knowledge of the violation of the 
universal major, thus making many elements of the definition 
irrelevant to the concept of *vyabhicāra” itself. 


In the three types of *savyabhicara', namely, ‘sādhāraņa” 
‘asadharana’ and ‘anupasamharin’, commoness of the probans 
to the presence and the absence of the probandum, uncommon- 
ness of the probans due to its being confined to the minor 
term alone and the inconclusiveness of the probans are respec~ 
tively necessary for contradiction of the inference. In every 
case the generalisation is called into question. In the defini- 
tion, however, we do not get these elements directly, but by 
implication through the irrelevant and dispensable complexities 


running upto ‘paksadharmatajiiana’. 


The two terms ‘jfiana’ and *udbhavana' in Gangeša's obser- 
vation respectively cover the cases of inhibition and contradic- 
tion, both of which are intended by the term ‘pratibandha’. 
When a person himself goes to falsely infer smoke from fire, 
the emergence of his knowledge that fire may exist even without 
smoke inhibits the possibility of his own inference. When 
somebody makes such a wrong inference, somebody else comes. 
forward to show up the violation of the generalisation. In 
this case of wrong inference made by others the showing up 
of violation constitutes the contradiction. The violation is 
here *udbhàvita? or shown up by the opponent. In short, one's 
own knowledge of the violation inhibits one's own inference, 
while showing up the violation contradicts the inference made 
by the opponent. Hence Gaūgeša says— 

*jnanad udbhavanacca svaparanumitipratibandhat". 


We have very often used the term *contradiction' to cover: 
inhibitlon also, since inhibition too is a kind of contradiction: 
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in the sense that it contradicts or negates the possibility of a 
future inference. Moreover, Gangeša uses one term ‘prati- 
bandha’ to cover both. To expose a contradiction through 
violation of the genernlisation, one is to pin down commonness 
(sādhāraņya), uncommon-ness (asādhāraņya) and inconclusive- 
ness (anupasamharitva) of the probans in the three types of 
*savyabhicāra” respectively. These elements constitute the 
*hetvābhsāa" of 'savyabhicára' in its respective types. But these 
are not directly obtained from the proposed definition. So 
Gañgeśa correctly rejects the definition mainly on the ground 
of irrelevance. Raghunātha sharply points out this irrelevance 
in the foliowing observation :— 


.. ~ m 


“vastutastu upasathàpakatvadijfianam anumiteh 
tajjanakasya và na pratibandhakam, virodhivisa- 
yakatvabhavat”—(Ibid). 


[The knowledge that the probans, belonging to the minor 
term, presents alternate possibilities causing doubt, does not 
constitute (an immediate) contradiction to inference or to its 
immediate cause (i.e. parāmarša) beeause the object of such 
knowledge is not directly contradictory to the object of infer- 
ence.] In other words, contradiction emerges here only as a 
result of some implicative deduction. 


After examining some definitions of *savyabhicāra”, based 
on the notion of causing doubt, Gangeša proceeds to try some 
other definitions involving the notion of contradiction, The 
first such definition to be examined is :—‘paksavrttitve sati 
anumitivirodhisambandhavyavrttih anaikāntikah” 


[A probans suffering from the fault of 'anaikāntika” (savya- 
bhicāra) is that which, while existing in the minor term, is not 
excluded from the relations standing in contradiction to 
inference— Ibid. p. 1569]. 


The term *avyāvrtti” in the definition is interpreted by 
Raghunātha as ‘atyantayogavyavaccheda’, i,e., absence of total 
exclusion. ‘Atyantayoga’ is again explained by Gadādhara 


— 1 - = . = . = ES 
as— Pratiyogivaiyadhikaraņyāvacchinnah —abhàvah"—[A ne- 
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gation limited by counter-locativity of the counter-correlate— 
Ibid. p. 1670], 


This interpretation is necessary to underline the notion of 
total exclusion. It is demanded of a valid probans that it 
should never co-exist with the absence of the probandum. 
But it may be the case that a wrong probans may both exist 
and not exist along with a probandum in different contexts 
of time and place. Let us take for example the false 
inference ‘parvato vahnimān rasabhat’. In the cookshed a 
donkey may exist at a certain time along with fire and not with 
the absence of fire. So it is not at this moment *vahnybhàva- 
vadvrtti'. Now ‘vahnyabhavavadvrttitva’ is a relation that 
stands in contradiction to inference. If we drop the term 
“avyavriti’ (absence of total exclusion) from the definition we 
shall not find any fault with the donkey, since when it exists 
along with fire in the cookshed it does not enter into the 
contradictory relation of ‘vahnyabhavavadvrititva’ and thus 
falls beyond the pale of fault. But it is faulty no doubt. So 
without the term 'avyāvrtti” the definition suffers from the fault 
of under-extension (avyapti). The term 'avyāvrtti” attached after 
the expression ‘anumitivirodhisambandha’ rectifies this defect. 


At another time or place the donkey exists along with the 
absence of fire. So it is not totally excluded from the relation 
of *vahnyabhāvavadvrititva”. In the context of the absence 
of this relation, the same relation figures as the counter-correlate 
(pratiyogin) of the absence. But in different contexts the 
donkey also enters into the relation of 'vahnyabhavavadvrttitva'. 
Thus donkey is the locus of both the presence and the absence 
of *vahnyabhāvavadvrttitva”. The negation or absence is thus 
co-locative (samanadhikarapa) with the ‘pratiyogin’, and not 
counter-locative (vyadhikaraņa). But when we say that an 
absence is limited by counter-locativity of the ‘pratiyogin’ 
(pratiyogivaiyadhikaraņyāvacchinnābhāva). we mean that 
the absence and the presence of the ‘pratiyogin’ must never 
belong to the same locus, i.e., we mean a total absence. So 
the donkey is not totally excluded from the relation of 
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‘vahnyabhavavadyrttitva’ (Hence it is ‘atyantayogavyavac- 
chinna’). 


Thus the probans ‘donkey’ is not free from the fault 
of ‘savyabhicira’ and is so covered by the definition. The 
existence of the probans both in the co-instance and the 
counter-instance, the exclusion of the probans both from 
the co-instance and the counter-instance and the inconclusive- 
ness of the probans which has neither a co-instance nor a 
counter-instance inhibit the inference. The relation of the 
probans to the first condition constitutes *sādhāraņya”, to the 
second condition constitutes *asādhāraņya” and to the third 
condition constitutes *anupasamhāritva”, Thus the definition 
covers all the three types of ‘savyabhicira’.. The probans is 
not excluded from these fault-determining relations. 


The difficulty with this definition lies in the fact that even 
before understanding the definition we are already supposed 
to know the three conditions of the probans which account for 
the three types of *savyabhicara'. Every such condition forms 
a fallacy. This supposed general definition is nothing but a 
collection of three ‘definitive’ conditions attached respectively 
to the three types of ‘savyabhicara’. It is virtually a collection 
of three definitions of the three types. Hence it does not 
matter whether we know or do not know this general defini- 
tion of ‘savyabhicara’ which tells us nothing new over and 
above the special definitions of the special types. The know- 
ledge of the special definitions is quite independent of the 
socalled general definition which is not at all necessary to 
Spot the fallacy in each type. In other words, this general 
definition does not give us any common conceptual character 
running into the three types. So Gaūgeša observes :— 

"etadajfiane jfiàne'pi va avaSyakapratyekajfianasya 
dosatvat"— 


[Whether we apprhend or not the content of this general 
definition, a fallacy is determined by the knowledge of each 
of the conditions (which form the special definitions), and this 
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knowledge is definitely necessary for fingering out a ‘savya- 
bhicāra—A.C.G. p. 1669). 


In other words, this general definition of *savyabhicāra” is 
an irrelevant exercise. 


Gaūgeša finds a further fault with the definition in the 
adjectival condition, ‘paksavrititve sati” (the probans while 
belonging to the minor term’). This condition is apparently 
attached in order to demarcate *savyabhicāra” from *asiddha” in 
which case the probans does not exist in the minor term. But 
a special type of fallacy must conform to the general definition 
which we discussed in the first chapter, This general definition 
rests upon the notion of contradiction or inhibition of infe- 
rence. So we have concluded that a wrong probans is that 
which fails to establish the probandum. This is technically 
called *asādhakatānumāna” to which Ganīgeša has devoted a 
special chapter. This may be roughly stated as follows :— 


“This probans does not establish the probandum, because 
it is an object of such a valid knowledge as contradicts 
inference”. 


Now ‘paksavrttitva’ is a necessary element for establishing 
the probandum. Hence the introduction of ‘pakşavrttitva as 
a condition in the definition of any fallacy is not only irrele- 
vant to ʻasādhakatānumāna`, but also goes against the very 
central notion of contradiction involved in the general defini- 
tion of fallacy. Gaūgeša presses home this point with the 
remark :— 


*asādhakatānumitau vyarthavisesagatvácca"— Ibid. 


Now wecome to another important definition of 'savya- 

bhicāra” which has been examined and rejected by Gangesa :— 
**paksātiriktā-sādhyavanmātravtttyanyatve sati 
paksātirikta-sādhyābhāvavanmātravrttibhinna- 
tvam"—(Ibid. p. 1682). 

This definition is virtually the same as -we find in Mapi-. 
kantha Misra's Nyayaratna (p. 166). | Maņikaņtha reads 
‘vrityanyadharmattvam’ in place of ‘vrttibhinnatvam’, which 

6 . 
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means the same. The definition may be roughly translated 
as follows :— 


kt “The ‘savyabhicara’ probans is that which is different from 
t the one that exists only in the locus of the probandum, the 
locus that is other than the minor term ; and is also different 
from the one that exists only in the locus of the absence of 
the probandum, the locus that is other than the minor term". 


A ‘sadharana’ probans exists along with both the absence 
and the presence of the probandum. It does not exist solely in 
the co-instance (sapaksa) which is a locus other than the ‘paksa’, 
and also does not exist solely in the counter-instance (vipaksa) 
which is also a locus other than the ‘paksa’. Hence such a 
probans is "Paksātiriktasādhyavanmātravrttanya”, for it exists 
in the counter-instance also ; and at the same time it is 
"paksātirikta-sādhyābhāvavnmātravrttibhinna” for it exists in 
the co-instance also. Its existence in the co-instance makes 
it different from that which exists only in the counter-instance, 
Le. along with the absence of the probandum: and its 
existence in the counter-instance makes it different from that 
which exists only in the co-instancc, i.e., along with the 


presence of the probandum. Hence the definition involving 
the double difference is significant. 


The condition *paksātirikta” figuring twice in the 
definition is necessary for covering two types of asādhāraņa”. 
The first type is illustrated in,—‘Sabdah anityah šabdatvāt”. 
This is called ‘vyapya-asadharana’, since the probans ‘Sabdatva’ 
is pervaded by the probandum "anityatva”. The second type 
is illustrated in,—$abdah nityah šabdatvāt. This is called 
‘viruddhasadharaya’, since the probans 'Sabdatva' is really per- 
vaded by ‘anityatva’ which is the contradictory of *nityatva', 
the assumed probandum in this case. 

‘Sabdatva’ belongs to *šabda” alone which has the proban- 
dum, ‘anityatva’, and not to any co-instance which is different 
from *paksa' and has got the same probandum. So it is ‘paksa- 
tiriktasādhyavanmātravrttyanya”, i.e,,does not belong to a locus 
which is other than the ‘paksa’ and has the probandum. Again 
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‘sabdatva’ does not also belong to a counter-instance which is 
also other than the *pakga” and has the absence of the proban- 
dum. Hence the probans is also *paksātirikta-sādhyābhāva- 
vanmütravrttibhinna'. The introduction of the first *paksāti- 
rikta? is thus necessary for "covering the case of ‘vyapya- 
asādhāraņa”. 


The second *paksātirikta” is not necessary for the first type 
of *asādhāraņa” which though fits into it, but is necessary for 
the second type, that is, *viruddha asadharaga' such as *$abdah 
nityah Sabdatvat’. Since *šabdatva” belongs to the ‘paksa’ alone 
which here has actually got the absence of the probandum 
*nityatva”, it does not belong to any other locus having the 
same absence. Thus the probans here is *paksātirikta-sādh- 
yābhāvavadvrttibhinna”. If we omit the second ‘paksatirikta’ 
the case is not covered. Here the 'paksa' is also *sādhyābhā- 
vavat’, and the probans belongs to the same ‘paksa’. So it is 
not different from that which exists in the locus that has the 
absence of the probandum. But ‘being different in such a way” 
is necessary to satisfy the requirements of the definition. 
This requirement is fulfilled by the second ‘paksatirikta’. The 
probans ‘Sabdatva’ indeed belongs to a locus that has the 
absence of the probandum, and that locus is none other than 
the ‘paksa’ itself. The first *paksātirikta” is not necessary for 
the case of *viruddha-asādhāraņa” which, however, simply fits 
into the condition. Thus the two introductions of the con- 
dition ‘paksatirikta’ together cover the cases of both ‘vyapya’ 
and ‘viruddha asādhāraņa”. So Raghunatha observs,—“vyapya- 
viruddhayoh asādhāraņayoh samgrahaya paksatiriktapade" 

—lbid. 


Gangesa records two faults in this definition. The defini- 
tion does not cover the case of ‘anupasamharin’ such as 'sarvam 
anityam prameyatvat’. In *anupasamharin' the ‘pakga’ exhausts 
the entire universe so that nothing remains beyond the ‘paksa’, 
neither a co-instance nor a counter-instance. According to 
the Nyāya view, a negation, the counter-correlate of which is 
not established anywhere in the universe, is itself unestablished. 
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In the case of ‘anupasamhiarin’ anything beyond the *pakga', 
being non-existent, is unestablished. Hence *paksátirikta- 
siidhyavat’ or ‘paksatirikta-sadhyabhavavat’ turns into a fiction. 
Difference is also a type of negation. Hence difference from 
*paksātirikta-sādhyavanmātravrtti” or *paksātiriktasādhyābhā- 
vavanmātravriti” is also totally fictitious. Thus the definition 
leaves out ‘anupasamhirin’. 


To Manikantha, however, this does not count as a defect 
of the definition, for he does not recognise ‘anupasamharin’ 
as a tyye of ‘savyabhicara’ at all. To him leaving out ‘anupa- 
samhārin is a welcome consequence. 


A more serious objection to the definition is raised by 
Gangeša on the ground that it is over-extended (ativyāpta) to 
such a correct probans as we get in the inference ‘parvato 
vahnimān dhümát. Because the probans ‘smoke’ is admittedly 
present in the *paksa' ‘mountain’, it is not *paksatirikta-sadhya- 
vanmātravrtti ((i.e., does not belong only to co-instances which 
are other than ‘paksa’, since it belongs to *paksa' also). Again, 
smoke is obviously not *paksātirikta-sādhyābhāvavanmātravrtti, 
for it never exists in the counter-instances which have the 
absence of the probandum fire” and are definitely different 
from the *paksga'. Thus the definition over-reaches to the case 
of a valid probans. 


Section—III 


FINAL DECISION ON THE DEFINITION OF SAVYABHICARA 


In his final decision Gaūgeša at last seems to have resigned 
himself to the position that a general definition of *savya- 
bhicāra” is practically impossible. He tries to accept three 


definitions out of those which he rejected at first. These 
three are :— 


(1) ubhyayakotyupasthāpakatāvacchedakarūpavattvam. 
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(2) viruddhānyapaksavrttitve sati anumitivirodhisamban- 
dhāvyavritih. 
(3) sādhyavanmātravrityanyatve sati sādhyābhāvavanmā- 
travrttyanyatvam. =- —]Jbid. pp. 1685-1700. 
Raghunātha at the very outset raises the question as to 
how these definitions now become acceptable when the defects 
already discovered in them stand intact. The first definition given 
here is only a better and condensed form of a corresponding 
definition which was rejected earlier by Gangeša and was 
discussed at length by us before. Gadàdhara poses the question 
in a straightforward manner :— 
“nanu  pürvapaksagranthokta-laksanavalambanena 
siddhānta-praņayanam asamgatam tattaddosāņām 
jāgarūkatvāt"" —lbid. p. 1686. 


As we remember, the main contention against the first 
definition was this :— 


The knowledge of this general definition of *savyabhicāra” 
is not necessary for detecting the fault. What is necessary 
is the separate congnitions of the separate definitive conditions 
such as sādhāraņya, asādhāraņya and anupasamhāritva in 
relation to the respective three types of ‘savyabhicara’. The 
general concept of *hetvābhāsa" is based on the notion of inhi- 
bition or contradiction. The contradiction is determined by 
the knowledge of sādhāraņatva etc., and not by the knowledge 
of the definition which does not give us a common character 
pertaining to all the three types. 

Now Gangeša, as interpreted by Raghunātha, takes a 
new position. A special definition specifying a special type is 
necessary for demarcating one type from another. In short, 
special definitions exhaust their utility by facilitating the 
classification. So it is not necessary that in every special 
definition of *hetvabhasa' we should go harping on the central 
notion of contradiction. In demarcating one ‘hetvabhasa’ from 
another ‘sajatiyavyavaccheda’, or locating internal difference 
between two types of ‘hetvabhasa’, is enough. *Vijatiyavyavac- 
cheda? or demarcation of a *hetvābhāsa” from a correct ‘hetu’ 
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is not necessary while we go to demarcate one *hetvābhāsa” 
from another. Raghunatha sharply remarks :— 


*tajjianasya anumityapratibandhakataya tesam 

hetvābhāsatvāvacchedakatvam na ghatate, na 

ghatatām, kim tena? tesim hetvābhāsabibhāga- 

matropayogitvat. —Ibid. p. 1685. 

Now this definition of ‘savyabhicara’ is acceptable to those 

who think that *savyabhicára' probans vitiates an inference by 
raising doubt about the presence of the probandum in the 
minor term. There are others who think that a *savyabhicāra” 
probans contradicts the universal major of syllogism, and so 
the inference is stifled through the impossibility of *paramar£a'. 
The advocates of this latter view will look for the second 
definition (viruddhānya ... etc). 


In this second definition the condition, *viruddhānya”, is 
inserted for demarcating 'savyabhicára' from ‘viruddha hetvā- 
bhasa’, and the condition ‘paksavrttitve sati” is meant for its 
demarcation from ‘asiddha hetvabhasa’. Though the conditions 
‘viruddhanyatva’ and ‘paksavrttitva’ are not the constituent 
elements of any fault, yet these are necessary for demarcating 
one "hevābhāsa" from another. It is admitted that neither the 
first nor the second definition gives us a single type of ‘het- 
vābhāsa", called *savyabhicára', but each gives us conditions 
enough to collect three types of *savyabhicára' itself under one 
scheme. A disputant to be silenced should be shown that his 
probans is *savyabhicára' by showing that it is *sādhāraņa” or 
'asadhürapa' or *anupasamhārin”, and not by throwing any 
general definition of *savyabhicara' in his face. 


The third definition (sādhyavanmātra ... etc.) appears to 
Strike a compromise between the supporters of the first and 
the second definitions. GangeSa rejected this definition before 
on the ground of ‘vyarthavisesanatva’ (irrelevant adjective). 
The adjective "sādhyābhāvavanmātravrttyanya” prefixed to a 
"hetu", does not reveal its incorrectness, but rather suggests 
one of the five major conditions of a correct ‘hetu’ (here *vipak- 
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distinguish *savyabhicara' from *viruddha'. In the latter case 
the ‘hetu’ is pervaded by the contradictory or negation of the 
'sadhya'. So the ‘hetu’ definitely belongs (only) to a ‘vipaksa’ 
or counter instance. ‘Sadhyabhivavanmatravrttyanya’ means 
‘vipakgamatravrttyanya’. In *sādhāraņa hetvābhāsa" the ‘hetu’ 
exists both in *sapakga” and ‘vipaksa’. An *asādhāraņa hetu” is 
excluded from both 'sapaksa' and ‘vipaksa’. An *anupasamhārī 
hetu” has neither a *sapaksa” nor a ‘vipaksa’, because the ‘paksa’ 
covers the universe. Thus anything in the definition that 
suggests that the ‘hetu’ does not exist in the *vipaksa' cannot 
constitute an element of fault. A disputant spots a fallacy and 
shows it in order to silence his adversary. So it is irrelevant to 
show *vipaksavyāvrtti” which is not an element of fault, rather 
of strength. 


Now we remember the new position taken by Gangesa. 
To fix the internal distinction of one ‘hetvabhasa’ from 
another it is neither necessary nor sufficient to state only 
those elements which constitute a fault. Some *hetvābhāsas” 
may possess one element of fault and lack another. Hence 
to fix the line of demarcation the lack of a particular fault 
may need as much stress as the possession of some other. 
[f we subscribe to this view such conditions as *pakgavrttitva” 
or *vipaksavyāvrtti” may be stated, if necessary, in defining a 
particular *hetvābhāsa" in order to distinguish it from another, 
though these conditions do not form any element of fault. 


But after all these efforts at finding a general definition 
„of *savyabhicāra”, it is admitted by Gangeša that no such general 
definition gives any general character of the fault threading 
through the three types of ‘savyabhicara’, and as such the 
purpose of finding a single definition covering the three is 
defeated. A *sādhāraņa hetu’ is faulty because of its failure 
to generate the knowledge of ‘anvayavyapti’ (positive universal 
major) An asādhāraņa hetu’ is faulty because it leaves the 
Scope of raising a counter-syllogism. An ‘anupasamhari hetu” 
is faulty because of its failure to produce the knowledge 
of ‘vyatirekavyapti’ (contra-positive negative generalisation 
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obtained through the transposition of the positive universal 
major). Thus the determining sources of faultiness being different 
in three varieties of ‘anaikantika’, a common definition is 
impossible to attain. As a consequence the classification of 
‘hetvabhisa’ into five types becomes irregular, because the 
number of types increases on account of our failure to bring 
three varieties of *anaikantika' under one sub-class. 


Gangeša accepts this contention and yet somehow haltingly 
comes to the defence of five-type classification made by the 
author of the Nyāyasūtras. Gange$a remarks :— 


"na caivam ādhikye bibhāgavyāghātah / svarūpasatā 
anugatarūpeņa trayanam — ekikrtya maharsina 
bibhāgakaraņāt / (Ibid. pp. 1700-1701) 


The purport of this observation may be brought out as 
follows :— 


In such a definition as *viruddhānyapaksavrttitve sati 
anumitivirodhisambandhāvyāvrttih” the expression ‘anumi- 
tivirodhisambandhāvyāvrtti(non-exclusion of the probans from 
any relation contradictory to inference) gives us a new logical 
concept whichis common to the three varieties of ‘savyabhicara’. 
Though it does not show us the real determinants of faultiness 
such as ‘sadharanatva’ etc., yet it fixes a total logical concept 
that covers all the three types of ‘savyabhicira’. We may call 
it a super-concept on the secondary plane based on the primary- 
plane concepts of *sādhāraņatva” ‘asddharanatva’ and ‘anupa- 
samhāritva'. To avoid its over-extension to types of fallacies 
other than savyabhicāra the two conditions *viruddhānyatva” 
$ and ‘pakşavrttitva are stated only as marks of demarcation. 
That Gangeša himself is not convinced of the effectiveness of 
this interpretative defence will be clear from his observation 
coming just after that which we have quoted above :— 


ik 7 MENS 


"na cavim sadhyabhavajiiapakatvena bādha-pra- 
karanasamayoh tadajfiapakataya anyesām upasa- 
mgrahah kuto na krtah, iti vācyam, svatantrec- 
chasya niyoga-paryanuyogānarhatvāt” 


— (Ibid. p. 1701). 
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What is meant here by Gaūgeša is this :—If we follow the 
line of arguments by which the three types of *savyabhicāra” 
are brought under one head, we might have more reasonably 
classified all the *hetvābhāsas" under two heads only. ‘Badha’ 
and 'satpratipaksa' (prakaranasama) stand in direct contradic- 
tion to an inferential conclusion (sāksāt sādhyānumitipratiban- 
dhaka), while the other three, namely, *savyabhicaāra”, ‘asiddha’ 
and ‘viruddha’, directly contradict *parāmarša” and indirectly 
the inferential conclusion. Hence we should have classified 
*hetvabhàsas' into two types on the basis of —(1) direct contra- 
diction of inferential conclusion, and (2) direct contradiction 
of *parāmarša” (‘siksat sádhyanumitipratibandhakajfianaviga- 
yatva” and tsāksātparāmaršapratibandhakajūānavisayatva”). 
Gangeša recognises the force of this argument and remarks that 
the great sage exercising his free will can neither be commanded 
nor questioned. It is only a very polite way of recording one's 
disagreement with a great ancient authority. Raghunatha 
appreciates the difficulty and suggests that the only way to 
define *savyabhicāra” is—*sādhāraņādyanyatamatvam savyabhi- 
caratvam'. ['savyabhicara' is one of the three faults of ‘hetu’, 
*'sádharapa' etc.] - 

We have seen before how Raghunātha has followed the 
same method in defining *hetvābhāsa” in general. This is only 
an indirect admission of the fact that no real definition is 
possible in these cases. 

Let us now proceed to take up the three varieties of 
*savyabhicara' one by one. 


Section—IV 
SADHARANATVA 


( Commonness of the Probans in Contradictory Predications) 


Gangega defines *sādhāraņa” as—“vipaksavrttitvam sādh- 
āraņatvam” (Ibid. p. 1705)—A *sādhāraņa hetvabhasa’ is that 
probans which is present in the counter-instance. A ‘sadharana 
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hetu” really belongs both to the co-instance and the counter-ins- 
tance. But Gangeša here omits the condition ol 'sapaksa- 
vrititva” which is stated in the definitions of the earlier writers. 
Gaūgeša's reason for this omission is stated as follows :— 
“tanmatrasya dūsakatvāt”. Since ‘hetvabhasa’ means oi 
probans, in any definition of any type of ‘hetvabhasa Nt 
state only that much as constitutes the fault. *Sapaksavrttitva 
does not point to a fault, but to the strength of an accurate 
‘hetu’. This favourable condition, according to the earlier 
Writers, is necessary as a mark of demarcation from ‘viruddha’, 
such as, “Sabdah nityah kāryatvāt”. *Küryatva or ‘being an 
effect is pervaded by the negation i.c., the contradictory of 
the probandum ‘nityatva’. The valid generalisation is,;—‘That 
which is an effect is non-eternal. ‘The probans ‘karyatva’ belongs 
to such counter-instances as the pitcher etc., which have the 
absence of the probandum ‘eternity’, If only ‘vipaksavrttitva” 
is stated as the definition of *sādhāraņa”, it over-reaches to 
the instance of ‘viruddha’ in which also the probans has the 
character of ‘vipaksavrttitva’. This consideration has prompted 
the earlier writers to accept ‘sapaksavrttitva’ also as a condition. 
of 'sadhárapa' along with ‘vipaksayrttitva’. 


Gange$a replies that the difference between *sadharapa' and 
‘viruddha’ is to'be measured by the difference between the two 
concepts of (1) *sadhyabhavavadvrttitva' and (2) ‘sadhyabhava- 
vyapyatva’ i.e., (1) ‘belonging to the counter-instance which 
has the absence of the probandum’ and (2) ‘being pervaded by 
the absence of the probandum’). There is no doubt that a , 
‘viruddha hetu” has the character of ‘vipakgavrttitva’. If you 
concentrate upon this concept alone there should not be any 
objection against taking a case of ‘viruddha’ also as a case of 
‘sidharana’. But if you fix your mind on the concept of 
‘sadhyabhavavyapyatva’ you should finger out the ‘viruddha’ 
in the inferential statement, ‘Sabdah nityah kāryatvāt. To 
silence the adversary a disputant may choose not to go as 
far as exposing ‘sadhyabhavavyapyatva’, but rest content with: 


ccn. SHE r au RASAS tit$ ea By heicadveregzygdsi Ģileactdsha 
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and hence there is no bar against calling it a caseof ‘sadharana’. 
So Gangeša remarks :— 


*viruddhasyāpi  tattvajiiane vipaksavrttitvajfiànadas$ayam 
sādhāraņatvam, anyathā tasya hetvābhāsāntaratāpatteh, upādheķ 
asamkara eva ” (Ibid.) 

Even in ‘viruddha’, when one does not recognise ‘viruddhatva’ 
(sādhyābhāvavyāpyatva), but recognises ‘vipaksavrttitva’ alone, 
the fallacy should be called ‘sidharana’. Here the contradiction 
to inference is constituted by the knowledge of *vipaksavrt- 
titva', and not of *sādhyābhāvavyāpyatva”. Thus it should 
be considered a case of ‘sadharana’ when one applies the concept 
peculiar to this particular *hetvābhāsa". Otherwise a new name 
has to be found for an instance which shows both *viruddha” 
and *sādhāraņa hetvābhāsas. The fact is that here a single 
instance exhibits both the faults depending on two different 
conceptual directions. The concepts remain different despite: 
the sameness of the instance. Thus a single instance may 
overlap both the faults, yet the two logical concepts of *sādh- 
yabhavavyapyatva’ (viruddhatva) and ‘vipaksavrititva’ (sādhār- 
anatva) remain distinct without any chance of fusion. Over- 
lapping by a single instance does not involve the overlapping 
of two distinct concepts into one another. (upadheyasamka- 
re’pi upadheh asamkara eva). i 

Gangeša takes three more instances of overlapping. 

(I) “Sarvam anityam meyatvāt” (everything is imperma- 
nent, because everything is knowable). Traditionally it is 
counted as an instance of ‘anupasamharin’, for the minor term 
(everything) exhausts the whole universe leaving no scope 
for any co-instance or counter-instance beyond itself. But 
‘knowability’ exists even in absence of impermanence. When we 
consider the relation between the probans and the probandum, 
the universal major (vyāpti), ‘that which is knowable is im- 
permanent’, falls through, because there are knowables such 
as atoms etc., which are not impermanent, and so are objects 
having the absence of the probandum. Here we get a clear 


case of ‘vipaksavrttitva’ when we take into account the *vyāpti” 
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alone. But when we look at the minor term we find it to 
cover the whole universe without having any chance of a 
counter-instance outside the minor term. Here we get a clear 
instance of ‘anupasamhiarin’. Thus the false ‘vyapti’ shows 
‘vipakgavrttitva’, the essential character of ‘sadharana’, and the 
all-comprehensiveness of the minor term shows the absence 
of both ‘sapaksa’ and ‘vipaksa’, which is the essential character 
of tanupasamhārin”. 


(2) Let us take the second instance—'$abdaļ * nityah 
šabdatvāt'. Traditionally it is an instance of *asādharāņa. 
Nevertheless, the element of *sadharagatva' too is unmistakably 
present here. ‘Sabdatva’ rests in 'šabda” alone which is imper- 
manent in the Nyāya view. So the probans exists in a locus 
that has the absence of the probandum ‘nityatva’. Thus the 
*paksa' itself turns out to be the ‘vipaksa’ where the assumed 

; "hetu" exists. So the ‘hetu’ is ‘sidharana’ from the standpoint of 
'vipaksavrttitva', and also ‘asādhāraņa` from the standpoint of 
'sapaksavyavrtti (since apart from the ‘paksa’ there is no co- 
instance where *šabdatva” does exist). 


(3) The third instance is :—‘bhih nityà gandhavattvat’ (the 
earth is eternal, because it has smell.) It is a case of 'asādh- 
ararana’, for the property ‘smell’ (middle term) belongs to 
the minor term ‘bhi’ alone. But the character of *sadharapatva' 
is revealed as soon as we take the nature of ‘vyapti’ into con- 
sideration. The character of being a ‘paksa’ (paksatā) is 
determined by the element of doubt about the existence of 
the probandum in the ‘paksa’ itself. When the mere proposition 
to be established is placed before a disputant one is not. 
supposed to be sure about the predicability of the probandum 
in relation to the minor term. It is a matter of doubt waiting 
to be resolved by the proof. Now the middle term is supplied 
asia matter of proof. The adversary at once finds that the 
middle term belongs to the minor term alone and not to any 
possible co-instance. He immediately pins down 'asādhāra- 
ņatva” of the middle term. But then One may choose to unfold 
the ‘vyapti’ involved in the argument,—'that which has smell is 
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eternal’. The atom of earth having smellis eternal, but an 
earthen pot having smell is not eternal. The ‘hetu’ is clearly 
*sādhyābhāvavadvrtti", thus pointing to the fault of *sādhār- 
aņatva”. So the fixing of a particular fault depends on what 
particular concept you bring to play in a particular stage of 
the argument. This conceptual relativity of the particular 
fault is stressed by Gangeša in the following observation :— 


"sarvam anityam meyatvat ityanupasamhari. šabdo 
nityah šabdatvāt, bhüh nityā gandhavattvad itya- 
sādhāraņašca vastugatyā sādhyābhāvavadvrttitvena 
sādhāraņo'pi paksatādašāyjām udbhāvayitumņ na 
Sakyate iti ubhayoh bhedena upanyāsah” 

(Ibid. p. 1705) 

This has been echoed in the ‘Dyutimalika’ commetary on 
Manikantha’s Nyāyaratna — 

"sandehaghatitapaksatàdasayàm sādhyatadabhāvā- 
ni$cayadasayam tasya dosatvam” (p. 170). 


The same consideration applies to the case of ‘anupasa- 
mhārin” such as *sarvam anityam meyatvat’. *Anupasamhāritva” 
is revealed at the stage of *paksatā”, and *sādhāraņatva” strikes 
us at the stage of ‘vyapti’. 

In this context Raghunatha raises an interesting controversy 
as to the meaning of ‘vipaksa’. Against the view of Paksadhara- 
mi$ra he contends that here ‘vipaksatva’ means ‘sadhyabhava- 
vattva” and not ‘niSscita-sidhyabhavavattva’. It is enough 
to say here that *vipaksa' is the counter-instance which has, in 
fact, the absence of the probandum, and not necessarily the 

` counter-instance in which we have sure knowledge of such an 
absence. This is supported by Gangeša himself in his obser- 
vation,—*vastugatyā sādhyābhāvavadvrttitvena sādhāraņah” 
(see the above passage quoted from Gaūgeša). 

The reason behind Raghunatha’s contention is that ‘vyapti’ 
is defined as ‘sadhyabhavavadavrttitva’, and not ‘niscitasadhya- 
bhāvavadavrttitva”. ‘Vyapti’ or valid inductive generalisation is 
the exclusion of the probans from any locus that has got the 
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absence of the probandum. The definition demands only the 
factual exclusion. It does not demand that such an exclusion 
should necessarily figure as the object of somebody’s sure 
knowledge. If we remember these limited requisites of the 
definition, the contradiction to the knowledge of ‘vyapti’ should 
be constituted by the the simple knowledge of presence of the 
probans in a locus having the absence of the probandum, 
though the presence of the probans along with the absence of 
the probandum may not be entertained in one’s undoubted 
knowledge. Gadadhara explains the point clearly :— 


“na tu ni$cayagarbham vipaksatvam...nišcayāmša- 


(Ibid. p. 1706) 


(We have already discussed before why contradiction 
should be better looked upon as belonging to the level of 
knowledge than as belonging to the level of facts. A false 
“vyapti’ is not a fact since there is no false fact. So how can it 
be contradicted by the fact of *vyapti' ? Hence it is right know- 
ledge that contradicts wrong knowledge. ] 


Paksadhara, however, contends that if, for fixing the 
-character of contradictoriness, the element of cognitive certitude 
is dispensed with, the cognition runs the risk of being extended 
even to the element of doubt, and thus the very possibility of 
any valid inference has to be discarded. Before going to estab- 
lish an inferential proposition one entertains a doubt. This 
instance of doubt about the existence of the probandum in the 
minor term is bound to vitiate the knowledge of ‘vyapti’ itself, 
and as a consequence the very possibility of any valid inference 
will be lost beyond retrieve. But that is impermissible, since 
one is not permitted to show the violation of generalisation by 
by pointing to the minor term about which the probandum is 
to be proved—(‘‘na hi pakse paksasame và vyabhicārah”). 


Raghunātha replies :—Possibility of valid inference depends 
on the certain knowledge of ‘vyapti’. Once the certitude is 
-granted no suspicion of ‘vyabhicara’ can arise. If we know that 
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à non-violating probans exists in the *pakga” *paràmar$a' emerges 
at once leading to the valid conclusion. The doubt about the 
existence of the probandum in the ‘paksa’ can persist only until 
we have a definite knowledge of the existence of such a non- 
violating probans in the ‘paksa’, i.e. until the emergence of 
*parámarsa'. If somebody is not certain about ‘vyapti’ itself, and 
lacks subsidiary arguments in favour of *vyāpti" (anuküla- 
tarkābhāve), doubt about the probandum in the ‘paksa’ will 
lead hm to legitimate suspicion of *vyabhicāra” even in respect 
ofa correct probans. The knowledge of 'vyüpti', however, is 
contradicted only by the knowledge of co-locativeness between 
the presence of the probans and the absence of the probandum. 
Hence Raghunātha remarks :— 

**vyāptinišcaye hetau vyabhicārasamšayāyogāt 

tadanišcayadašāyām anukülatarkasphürtau 

sandigdhānaikāntikatvasya istatvat’ 

hetu-sādhyābhāva-sāmānādhikaraņyāvagāhitayaiva 

jianasya vypātigrahapratibandhakatvāt 

(Ibid pp. 1705-1706) 


[Here Raghunātha agrees that contradiction belongs to 
the level of knowledge, but seems to think that the 
strength of the contradictory knowledge should not be nece- 
ssarily sought in a sense of certitude, since even a suspicion 
of ‘vyabhicara’ is enough to inhibit the knowledge of ‘vyapti’ 
and inference. } 


Yet one thing may be said in vavour of Paksadhara's 
position. He seems to be strictly faithful to the general defini- 
tion of *hetvābhāsa" suggested by GangeSa. A ‘hetvabhasa’ is the 

> object of a valid contradictory knowledge. Doubt is not consi- 
dered to be a valid knowledge. So a *hetvābhāsa” is to be called 
as such only in so far as an inference or ‘paramarsa’ is inhibited 
or contradicted by a valid knowledge in relation to a seeming 
probans. In this view the element of certitude is necessary for 
contradiction. Inhibition by doubt can only point to a doubtful 


‘contradiction. 
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ASĀ DHARANATVA 


(Exclusive confinement to the Minor Term) 


An ‘asadharana hetu” is excluded both from ‘sapaksa’ and 
‘vipaksa’. Exclusion from *sapaksa' means ‘wherever there is the 
probandum there is the absence of the probans’, which is equi- 
valent to,—‘wherever there is the absence of the absence of the 
probans (i.e., the presence of the probans) there is the absence 
of the probandum’. This is by contra-position, or better say, trans- 
position. Thus the concept of ‘sidhyavadvyayrttatva’, which 
is the same as *sādhyavyāpakībhūtābhāvapratiyogitva"” (i.e. 
the *sādhya' is pervaded by the absence of the ‘hetu’), finally 
leads to the absence of the probandum (sādhyābhāvam sadhayet). 


Again, exclusion from the ‘vipakga’ (sādhyābhāvavadvyā- 
vritatva) would mean,--**wherever there’ is the absence of the 
probandum there is the absence of the probans (sādhyābhāva- 
vyápakibhütübhavapratiyogitva)", which by transposition is 
equivalent to,— wherever there is the presence of the probans. 
there is the presence of the probandum" (sādhyam sadhayet) 
Thus of the twin concepts involved in *asādhārana” the one, 
*sapaksavyāvrtti', goes to establish the absence of the pro- 
bandum, while the other, 'vipaksavyávrtti goes to establish 
the presence of the probandum. Evidently there is a clash 
between these two concepts relating to the same *hetu' and the 
result is the non-establishment of the probandum.— 


[vipaksavyāvrttatayā sadhyamiva sapakgavyāvrtta- 
tayā sādhyābhāvamapi sadhyayet—Gange$a, Ibid 
p. 1728 

Raghunātha explains— 

“evam ca paksadharmatayá jiiāāyamāno hetuh sã- 
dhyābhāvavyāpakībhūtābhāvapratiyogitvajiiānāt sā- 
dhyasya, sādhyavyāpakībhūtābhāvapratiyogitvajiā- 
nācca sādhyābhāvasya sādhanāya unmukhah mithah 
virodhena naikamapi sádhayati"—(Ibid. pp. 1728- 
1729)] 
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Gangeša, however, does not like to introduce the concept 
of 'vipaksavyávrtti in the definition of *asādhāraņa”. ‘Vipa- 
ksavyāvrtti” is an admitted characteristic of a correct probans. 
Hence its inclusion is both confusing and irrelevant. Thus. 
*sapaksavyāvrtti” is enough for the definition :— 


[“laksanam tu  sarvasapaksavyavrttatvam, na tu 
vipaksavyavrttatvamapi, vyarthavišesaņatvāt—Ibid 
p. 1728] 

Now a controversy arises as to the proper instance of 
‘asadharana’, whether ‘sabdah anityah Sabdatvat’ should be 
considered a proper instance of it. In the Nyaya view the 
*vyápii' implied in this syllogism is quite valid. The Nyāya- 
Vaisesika school takes sound to be an evanescent physical / 
phenomenon. So the general proposition, “whatever has 
‘soundness’ (i.e., sound) is non-eternal", is valid. The probans 
‘soundness’ factually belongs to the ‘paksa’ sound. The 'paksa- 
dharmata‘ of the ‘hetu’ is thus beyond doubt. When ‘vyapti’ 
and ‘paksadharmata’ (the major premise and the minor premise) 
stand unimpaired there is no bar against entertaining the 
correct conclusion, ‘sound is non-eternal’, through the operation 
of inevitable ‘paramarsa’. 

The older school, supported by the great Gafgesa himself, 
thinks that when one is in doubt about the existence of the 
probandum in the *paksa' (which in this particular case becomes 
equivalent to doubt about the 'vyàpti' itself), this constitutes. 
a proper case of 'asādhāraņa”. But when one knows for certain 
that sound is impermanent  (pakse sādhyanišcayadašāyām) 
it is not an instance of 'asádharaga', because in that case 
**paksa’ itself turns into a *sapakga” from which the ‘hetu’ is not 
excluded (sapaksavyavrtteh abhavah). From this viewpoint 
sasādhāraņa” is only a relative fault (anityadosah), not an 
absolute one. 

However, the newer school starting from Raghunātha views. 
‘asadharana’ as an absolute fault and so does not accept 
the above syllogism as a fitting instance of *asadharapa'. When 
we can establish by arguments from the world of facts that 


7 
CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


98 CONCEPT OF LOGICAL FALLACIES 


sound is impermanent and thus the Mimamsaka view is 
"successfully controverted, the mere fact, that the probans 
*sound-ness' does not belong to any other impermanent object 
than the ‘paksa’, sound itself, cannot contradict the *vyāpti.” 
‘Vyapti’ involves the concept of co-locativeness between the 
probans and the probandum (hetoh sādhyasāmānādhikaraņ- 
yam). The general proposition, ‘whatever has soundness is 
impermanent’, may be tested by its equivalent contra-positive 
negative form—‘whatever has absence of impermanence has 
absence of soundness, for example, an atom’. The generalisa- 
tion stands this test. So there is nothing wrong in the 
syllogism, ‘Sabdah anityah šabdatvāt”. Similarly the argument, 
*ayam ghatah etattvāt” (it is a pitcher, because it is this), 
is a case of valid inference. A boy for the first time learns 
something to be a pitcher. He remembers it. When he is shown 
the thing for the second time he identifies it as a pitcher. 
-This identification is a deduction from his previous experience. 
This deduction vaguely operating in the mind of the boy may 
be brought into bold relief by a logician in the form of this 
contra-positive analytical argument :— 


That which is not a pitcher is not ‘this’. But it is ‘this’. 
Therefore, it is a pitcher. 


In the view of this newer schcol the proper instance of 
*asadhárapa' should be such as ‘Sabdah nityah éabdatvat’. 
‘Sabdatva’ is not co-locative with the ‘sadhya’, ‘nityatva’ 
(sādhyāsamānādhikaraņah hetuh). Thus *asādhāraņa” is pro- 
perly accounted for by the absence of co-locativeness between 
the ‘hetu’ and the 'sadhya' (often attended by the fact that 
the *hetu' belongs to the ‘paksa’ alone). According to the older’ 
view this is an instance of ‘viruddha’, since the probans 
‘Sabdatva’ is pervaded by the absence of the probandum 
*nityatva'. 


Here also, fixing a particular ‘hetvabhasa’ depends on the 
particular concept that we want to operate. In the above 
instance if we take the ‘hetu’ as 'sadhyasamanadhikaraga' (non- 
€o-locative with the sādhya) we should accept it as a case of 
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'asádharaga'. Again, if the ‘hetu’ is taken as *sādhyābhāva- 
vyapta’ it will be a case of ‘viruddha’. Gange$a himself suggests 
this :— 


[“viruddhamapi anena upādhinā asādhāraņameva, anyathà 
etadavagame viruddhatvajiiáne hetvābhāsāntaratāpatteh—Ibid 
p. 1728] 


Suppose somebody advances the argument *šabdah nityah 
kāryatvāt'. An effect is that which is produced, and so does 
not exist before production. It cannot be eternal. ‘Being an 
effect’ is pervaded by the absence of the probandum ‘eternity’. 
If this aspect of the ‘hetu’, namely, ‘sadhyabhavavyapyatva’ 
strikes a disputant at the very outset he will silence his adver- 
sary by exposing ‘viruddhatva’. Again, the character of being an 
effect is excluded from all co-instances, such as atom etc., where 
the probandum ‘nityatva’ belongs to. This aspect of *sapakga- 
vyāvrtti” may be noticed by an adversary at the very beginning, 
and the aspect of *sādhyābhāvavyāpyatva” may escape his 
notice. In this case the opponent will be silenced by show- 
ing an 'asādhāraņa hetvabhisa’. If we do not admit this con- 
ceptual relativity in fixing a particular *hetvabhása', what should 
we speak about a *viruddha hetvabhasa’ wherein the disputant 
notices *sapaksavyāvrtti” and not *sādhyābhāvavyāpti" ? Should 
we then coin a new name for such a case of ‘hetvabhasa’ ? It is 
useless to augment the number of ‘hetvabhasas’ in this way. So 
despite the clear element of ‘viruddhatva’, the disputant here 
will be undoubtedly right in calling it a case of *asādhāraņa”. 
This has got clear confirmation from Gangeša in the remark 
that we have already quoted before—**viruddhamapi anena 

"upüdhinà asādhāraņameva” In the wake of this argument 
advanced by Gangeša himself he cannot be really against 
accepting the inference 'šabdah nityah šabdatvāt” as an instance 


of tasādhāraņa hetvabhasa’. 

It has already been noted before in the context of 
‘sidhadrana’ how Gangeša accepts an instance of *viruddha' also 
as a case of 'sādhāraņa”. Since Neo-Logic is especially con- 
cerned with the defining of logical concepts it stands to reason 
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that in identifying a fallacy of the probans what should matter 
most is not the particular instance of wrong inference, but the 
particular logical concept or concepts which may be brought to 
bear upon the instance to show where the wrong lies. 


"Sādhyābhāvavadvrttitva" ( the presence of the probans in w 
locus having the absence of the probandum), *sādhyābhāva- 
vyapyata’ (the pervasion of the probans by the absence of the 
probandum) and ‘sapakgavyavrtti’ (exclusion of the probans 
from co-instances) are three distinct logical concepts (upadhi) 
which may be shown to operate in a single instance which is 
normally taken as a case of ‘viruddha’. So the same instance 
may be taken also as a case of *sādhāraņa” or ‘asadharaya’ 
according to the particular concept one may choose to show the 
fault. For definining the fault of 'asādhāraņatva” Raghunātha 
chooses the concept of 'sādhyāsāmānādhikaraņya” (the probans’ 
being non-co-locative with the probandum) in place of *sapaksa- 
vyāvrtti” chosen by GangeSa, because the latter concept wrongly 
extends to the correct inference—‘sabdah anityah sabdatvat.’ 


Section—VI 
ANUPASAMHARITVA 
(Inconclusiveness from A II-comprehensiveness) 


A traditional instance of ‘anupasamharin’ is ‘sarvam 
abhidheyam prameyatvat’ (All is namable, because all is know-, 
able). Things unknowable to men are known to God who, 
being omniscient, knows everything in the universe by name. 
So nothing is unknowable and nothing unnamable. In this 
instance the *pakga”, ‘sarvam’, encompasses the universe. The 
implied ‘vyapti’ is,—‘all that is knowable is namable'. Outside 
the *paksa' there is no possible co-instance or counter-instance. 
We know that ‘paksata’ or the essential character of being a 
*paksa' is determined by doubt about the existence of the 
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'sadhya' in it (sandigdhasādhyakatva). Now if the doubt about 
the existence of ‘namability’ (sadhya) invades everything (paksa), 
the very ‘vyapti’,—‘whatever is knowable is namable’ is vitiated 
by doubt. Beyond the ‘paksa’ there is no instance to facilitate the 
knowledge of co-locativity between the ‘hetu’ and the *sādhya”. 
Hence Gaūgeša first defines ‘anupasamhirin’ as :—[“vyaptigra- 
hanuktilaikadharmyupasamharabhavah yatra sa hetvabhimatah 
anupasamhari)—(Ibid. p. 1747). 


Here *upasamhāra” means the settling of a *hetu' in a co- 
istance (sapaksadharmin) or the exclusion of the ‘hetu’ from the 
counter-instance (vipaksadharmin). When no such positive or 
negative instance is available in the world we cannot secure the 
knowledge of co-locativity between the probans and the pro- 
bandum or between the absence of the probandum and the 
absence of the probans. The *hetu” is thus unsettled in 
knowledge. 


Now this way of looking at 'anupasamhārin' is not fair. The 
traditional instance of *anupasamhārin* may not be covered 
by this first definition proposed by Gangeša.  Raghunatha 


enquires :— What is the exact meaning of the term ‘upasamhara?’ 


Does it mean concomitance (sahacāra) between the ‘hetu’ and the 
*sadhya', or the certain knowledge of such a relation? In the 
first case, ‘whatever is knowable is namable’ is a valid generali- 
sation, and so the concomitance is definitely there. Hence in 
terms of the definition no fault should accrue to the *hetu', 


*prameyatva'. In the second case the fault belongs to the 


ignorance of man and not to the ‘hetu’ itself. In the world of 
facts there may be a universal relation between two terms, 
and a person may not happen to know it. Ignorance of a 
person does not vitiate the validity of a generalisation. So 
Raghunātha suggests, GafigeSa feels the need of proposing a 
second definition :—‘‘kevalanvayidharmavacchinnapaksako và" 
(Ibid. p. 1748). In the syllogism under consideration the minor 
term or ‘paksa’ (all) covers the entire field of reals. The 
property of ‘allness’ belongs to all the reals. Nothing is free 
from ‘allness’ which is an omnipresent property, since 'every- 
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thing’ is included in ‘all’. Thus a *kevalānvayī dharma’ means 
a property which is ‘atyantabhava-apratiyogi’, i.e., a property 
the absence of which is impossible anywhere is the universe. 
The ‘paksa’, ‘all’, thus becomes *kevalānvayidharmāvacchinna” 
in the sense that it is conceptually limited by the logical property 
‘allness’. 

Now a ‘paksa’ by definition is that in which the existence of 
‘sadhya’ is a matter of doubt. When a disputant does not go 
to examine the *vyapti and is simply faced by the proposition 
‘sarvam abhidheyam', his doubt about the ‘sadhya’, invading 
the *paksa’, ‘all’, invades all possible things of the world. In 
such a case it is not at all possible to grasp the ‘vyapti’. In this 
position wherein doubt extends to everything in the world, the 
*hetvābhāsa" in our illustration may be called *anupasamharin'. 
The all-comprehensiveness of the doubt negates the settlement 
of the *hetu' in any instance. But when the generalisation or 
the ‘vyapti has already passed into apprehension beforehand, 
there must be some instances which have also been appraised 
as containing the concomitance of the probans and the pro- 
bandum. The co-instance, pitcher, may be a part of *alV, but 
is not the ‘all’. It is then no longer possible to entertain doubt 
about everything. In this case the *hetu' is to be considered 
correct and the inference is not vitiated by the fault of *anupa- 
samharitva’. Gangeša thus observes in this connection :— 


[sarvam abhidheyam prameyatvāt iti saddhetau na 
kevalānvayī paksatüvacchedakah, nišcitasādhyava- 

~ dvrttitvāt, vipratipattyā sadhyaniscayadagayam pak- 
gatve tadanupasamhāri eva—(Ibid. p. 1748)]. 


It may be contended that, in respect of this particular 
syllogism, when the generalisation is already apprehended there 
is no possible scope of entertaining doubt about the *sadhya' 
in relation to the ‘paksa’. So the very character of being a 
*paksa' is lost to it. Then how can you call it a correct syllo- 
gistic argument at all? The traditional reply of neologic is 
well-known. Even when the probandum is already established 
in relation to a minor term, one is entitled to undergo a process. 
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of inference if he has only the will to infer (siddhisattve'pi 
sisādhayisāsattve punah anumitih bhavatyeva). Hence ‘pak- 
satā” is finally defined as — 

“sisadhayisaviraha-sahakrtasiddhyabhavah”, and not simply 
as *siddhyabhāvaļy. 

Gangeša, however, is conscious that his interpretation of 
*anupasamharin' is not very convincing. He himself has already 
remarked that the ignorance of a disputant cannot account for 
a fault. To say, that 'anupasamhāritva” is a fault when the dis- 
putant has not gone for examining the ‘vyapti’, and is ignorant 
of it though it is factually there, is to recognise ignorance as 
a fault of the object of ignorance, which is unfair. So Gangeša 
goes on to suggest another instance of ‘anupasamharin’ with 
the following observation :— 

**vyatirekisādhyake sadhyabhàvavadvrttitvajfianada- 
$ayam idam dūsaņam”—(Ibid. p. 1748). 

Here the term *vyatirekisādhyaka” stands for such a syllo- 
gistic instance as,—'sarvam anityam prameyatvát. The gene- 
ralisation implied here is, :—'whatever is knowable is imper- 
manent”, which is definitely false, since there are knowable 
permanent things such as time, space etc. The ‘sadhya’ 'anit- 
yatva’, is ‘vyatirekin’, for its negation too is an established fact. 
In the 'anvayavyāpti” here it is possible to find a co-instance. 
It is possible to state, though incorrectly, ‘whatever is knowable 
is impermanent, for example, the pitcher’. But it is not 
possible to find a counter-instance in which the absence of 
both the probans and the probandum may be grasped together. 
By transposition (or contra-position) we get the negative form 
of generalisation—‘Whatever is not-impermanent is not-know- 
able. But by common admission nothing is unknowable (for 
everything is known at least by God). Hence no instance of 
the transpositive ‘vyapti’ holding together the negation of both 
the probans and the probandum is possible to find. The 
character of 'anupasamhāritva” is thus especially discernible as 
violating the possibility of the ‘vyatirekavyapti’. In such an 
instance the doubt about the probandum ‘anityatva’ in respect 
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of the minor term ‘all’ which comprehends the universe, keeps 
the ‘hetu’ practically unsettled. 

Here too if we take the concept of ‘sadhyabhavavadvrttitva’ 
or 'vipaksavrttitva' in the sense that the probans ‘prameyatva’ 
Co-exists with the absence of the probandum ‘anityatva’ in a 
locus like time, space etc., the fault should be considered as 
one of 'sādhāraņatva”. When this concept is omitted in under- 
standing, the doubt about the probandum in respect of 
everything in the world makes the probans a case of 'anupa- 
samhürin. Thus a single instance may provide an Illustration 
both of 'sādhāraņa” and *anupasamharin' (Gangeša remarks— 
*ttadavagame pi sādhāraņasamkara eva—(Ibid.). 


This hindrance to the apprehension of ‘vyatirekavyapti’, in 
which the negation of the probandum is pervaded by the 
negation of the probans, has been underlined by Raghunātha 


as the decisive mark of *anupasamhāritva” in the following 
remarks :— 


*anupasamhāritvam ca ......... vyatirekavyāptigraha- 
virodhitāvacchedakarūpavattvam”—(Ibid. p. 1764) 


According to Raghunātha, however, in the case of ‘anupa- 
samhārin* hindrance to 'vyatirekavyapti' is determined by the 
fact that the negation of the ‘sadhya’, the ‘hetu’ or the ‘paksa’ 
is nowhere established in the world. So Raghunatha defines 
the ‘avacchedakadharma’, that determines the inhibition of the 
apprehension of ‘vyatirekavyapti’, as,—‘‘sadhyadeh atyantā- 
bhavapratiyogitvam’’—(Ibid). 


Višvanātha in his Siddhantamuktavali, following the line 
of Raghunātha defines ‘anupasamhirin’ as ‘atyantabhavapra- 
tiyogisādhyakādih*,—(anupasamhāri is such a ‘hetu as in the 
case of which the negation of ‘sadhya’, ‘paksa’ or ‘hetu’ itself 
is factually unestablished in the world). In the syllogism 
‘sarvam abhidheyam prameyatvat’, there is nothing in the 
world which is not ‘abhidheya’, not *prameya' and not compre- 
hended within the ‘paksa’. So a "vyatirekavyapti' is impossible 
to grasp. 
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This opinion of Raghunātha is formulated at the end of 
his discussion on 'anupasamhàrin'. Apparently Raghunātha 
here does not agree with Gangeša that the syllogism ‘sarvam 
abhidheyam prameyatvat? may be a case of valid argument 
also (i.c., when the generalisation, which by itself is not faulty, 
passes into apprehension beforehand). Thus according to 
Gange$a ‘anupaspmharitva’ is not an absolute fault (nityadosah), 
but only a relative fault (anityadosah). Raghunatha seems 
to differ. The question is whether the argument, *sarvam 
abhidheyam prameyatvat is in conformity with the proper 
pattern of syllogism. He who knows that everything in the 
world is knowable and namable knows at the same moment 
the *vyāptī ,—'whatever is knowable is namable’. Thus the 
knowledge that everything in the world is knowable and 
namable is the same as the knowledge that all are knowables 
and namables. The point will be clear if we state the *vyāpti” 
in the form—‘all knowables are namables’. The converse is 
equally true—‘all namables are knowables. It is now clear 
that the proposition forming the conclusion ‘all are namables’ 
is not at all a new statement, since it is already known that 
all are both knowables and namables. Thus the middle term 
here is useless as it does not lead to any new information 
whatsoever about the minor term. It is not a proper syllogism 
and the middle term is only a pseudo-probans. This, we think, is 
the expanded significance of the definition of ‘anupasamharin’ 
as ‘atyantabhavapratiyogisidhyakadih’. When we already know 
that the negation of the ‘sadhya’ (abhidheyatva), the *paksa' 
(sarva) and the ‘hetu’ (prameyatva) is not to be found anywhere 

ə in the world, to weave a pattern of syllogism, in order to drive 
home the point that all are ‘abhidheyas’, is simply a pointless 
exercise. In such a case the hindrance to the apprehension 
of ‘vyatirekavyapti’, which is determined by the all-comprehen- 
sive character of all the terms, major, minor and the middle, 
constitutes the fault, and the logical root of the fault is the 
utter irrelevance of the middle term. 

It has already been noted that Manikantha Misra does not 
recognise ‘anupasamharin’ as a sub-class of ‘anaikantika’. He 
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takes 'anupasāmhārin” as a case of ‘vyapyatvasiddha’. The- 
reasons advanced by him in this regard do not appear very 
convincing. First he examines the syllogism ‘sarvamanityam 
prameyatvat’. Neither in the positive generalisation (anvaya- 
Vyāpti), ‘whatever is knowable is impermanent’, nor in the 
contra-positive generalisation (vyatirekavyāpti). ‘whatever is 
not-impermanent is not-knowable'. we have any scope of doubt. 
The violation of 'vyapti' in either form is easily discernible. 
When the sense of invalidity is attended by a sense of certitude 
no doubt about truth or falsity does arise. The positive 
probans ‘prameyatva’ is not pervaded by the probandum, ‘anit- 
yatva’. Contrapositively also, the negation of ‘anityatva’ is 
not pervaded by the negation of ‘prameyatva’. Thus it is a 
case of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’ in the sense that the non-pervasibility 
of the middle term is established beyond doubt. 


Now Manikantha takes for examination the second syllo-- 
gism, ‘sarvam abhidheyam prameyatvat’? Here too it is not 
possible to entertain any doubt, because the generalisation is. 
universally assured of its validity in respect of any possible 
object of the universe. Manikantha comments :— 


[“abhidheyatvanadhikaranasya tasya aprasiddhatvat/ 
tasmad vyāpteh agrahaņād vyāpyatvāsiddhe eva 
antarbhavati"—Nyayaratna. p. 172]. 


As regards this particular instance the expression ‘vyapteh: 
agrahaņāt” stands for ‘vyatirekavyapteh agrahapat. But the 
absence of *vyatirekavyāpti' by itself is not a fault. There are 
instances of ‘kevalanvayivyapti’, such as in—'ghatah abhidheyah 
prameyatvat', which are regarded as valid, because the general 
proposition *whatever is prameya is abhidheya’ is unquestiona- 
ble, despite the fact that the contra-positive proposition, 
"whatever is not-abhidheya is not-prameya’, is unassertible on 
account of the absence of corresponding negative instances 
in the world. Thus the mere absence of “vyatirekavyapti’ cannot 


account for the fault of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’. Maņikaņtha himself’ 
is not clear on this point. 
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Raghunatha’s intention is far from what Manikantha means. 
to say. Raghunātha and his followers never mean that the 
mere absence of *vyatirekavyāpti” by itself determines the fault 
of fanupasamharitva'. What they mean is this, :—when a *vyati- 
rekavyápti' is impossible due to the impossibility of any negation 
of the *sadhya', the ‘paksa’ and the *hetu' anywhere in the world, 
though the *kevalānvayivyāpti” is unquestionably established, 
any exercise in syllogistic inference becomes totally fruitless, 
since the universal major and the conclusion turn out to be the 
same. Here the absence of *vyatirekavyāpti” determines the 
fault of *anupasamhāritva”. It is the reason why ‘anupasam- 


hāritva” cannot be included in ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’. 


The argument that the first syllogism ‘sarvam anityam 
prameyatvat’ should be included within the fold of *vyāpyatvāsi- 
ddhi’, is also untenable. Gangeša clearly argues that ‘vyapyat- | 
vāsiddhi” here depends on ‘anupasamharitva’ which is defined as 
*kevalānvayidharmāvacchinnapaksakatva”. The disputant look- 
ing at the very ‘paksa’,‘sarva’, may dismiss the argument on the 
ground that the *hetu' in this case is bound to be indecisive, 
because the *paksa', covering the entire world, leaves no possi- 
bility of any co-instance or counter-instance. This is *anupa- 
samhāritva”, and the impossibility of *vyāpti” comes as an after- 
thought depending on this *'anupasamhāritva”. Hence the name 
of the *hetvabhasa' should be fixed after the basic fault. *Anu- 
pasamhāritva” is ‘upjivya’ (that which is depended upon) and 
*vyāpyatvāsiddhi" is *upajīvaka" (that which depends upon). So 
Gangeša observes :— 

[*etena anupasamhāritvapratisandhāne yadi vyapti- 

z grahah tadā anumitih eva, tadabhāve vyāpyatvāsi- 
ddhih eva iti nirastam, upajīvyatvād iti” 

—A.C.G. p. 1748]. 


Yet the point stands that in this instance one may easily 
notice the violation of ‘anvayavyapti’ without necessarily taking 
into account the all-comprehensiveness of the minor term. 
Then how does the breach of ‘vyapti’ depend on ‘anupasamha- 
ritva’ ? Gangeša does not make it clear. 
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What we have said before in our interpretation of Raghu- 
nātha's stand on ‘anupasamharin’ is derived from what we 
consider to be consistent in this respect. But the masters of 
neo-logic do not seem to be clear and in agreement as to: the 
proper concept and instance of ‘anupasamharin’. Visvanatha 
in Muktāvalī (under verse 74) rejects the view of the elders 
(including Gangeša) to the effect that all-comprehensiveness of 
the minor term (kevalānvyidharmāvacchinapaksa) determines 
the fault of ‘anupasamhiritva’. Doubt about ‘all’ being 
namable does not preclude the absence of doubt about some- 
thing forming a part of ‘all’, say a pitcher, which is both 
knowable and namable. Hence a part of ‘all’ such as a pitcher 
may well serve as a co-instance for forming the valid generalisa- 
tion,—whatever is knowable is namable. The matter may be 
understood in this way :—I may doubt all men being honest 
though knowing for certain that some men are honest. 


But the supporters of the elders may reply :—The term ‘all’ 
in the proposition to be established, namely, ‘all are namable’ 
means everything in the universe, and so our doubt about all 
being namable would mean that we doubt everything being 
namable leaving nothing beyond an all-embracing doubt. In 
such a case the generalisation ‘whatever is knowable is namable’ 
is impossible. But the newer school replies :— 


Granted that in such a case the generalisation is inhibited, 
but it does not prove that it is invalid. One's ignorance or 
incompetence to entertain a valid proposition does not compro- 
mise the validity of the proposition. Moreover in this case it 
is agreed on all hands that the generalisation is valid. Thus. 
mere all-comprehensive universality of the minor term cannot 
account for any fault in the inference :—‘all are namable, 
because all are knowable’. Hence the fault of ‘anupasamha- 
ritva’ should be better defined as real impossibility of ‘vyatire- 


kavyāpti” due to all-comprehensive universality of one or more 
terms of an inference. 


But all this leaves the basic question unanswered,—if the 
inference concerned is valid how and why should we call it 
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faulty ? In this respect the reply of the newer school is not 
more convincing than that of the elders. Raghunātha is quite 
conscious of this weakness. He himself raises the question at 
the conclusion of ‘anupasamhirin’,—If the inhibition of ‘vyati- 
rekavyāpti” is the root of the fault what should we do with the 
*kevalànvayi' inferences which are accepted to be valid and in 
which the valid generalisation does not allow any contra- 
positive transposition due to the all-comprehensive character 
of the middle term and the major term the negation of which 
is never and nowhere to be found in the universe ? Take for 
example the valid inference,—‘ghatah abhidheyah prameyatvāt” 
—the pitcher is namable, because it is knowable. Is it vitiated 
by the fault of ‘anupasamharitva’ ? 

Raghunātha replies :—if the *anvayavyāpti” or positive gene- 
ralisation alone is placed by a debater in the syllogistic argu- 
ment there is no question of blockade of the inference and no 
question of fault. But if a debater places a *vyatireka-vyāpti” 
or contra-positive generalisation, which is impossible in such 
cases, the fault is definitely there and the inference is blocked 
by showing up the fault. Such a fault is ‘anupasamharitva’ 
and the probans is *anupasamhārin”. This is how Gadadhara 
explains the import of the following remark of Raghunatha :— 

*kevalanvayini —tatsambhave'pi anvyavyāptyupādāne 
nānumitiviroddha”. (A.C.G. p. 1764 and 1768). 

But this is no answer to the direct guestion whether the 
inference ‘the pitcher is namable, because it is knowable’ is 
right or wrong, that is, whether “(the pitcher is knowable) 

e implies (the pitcher is namable)” is a valid equivalence or not. 
If somebody wrongly interprets the validity of this equivalence 
by showing a ‘vyatireka-vyaptt’ the fault belongs to the man 
and not to the equivalence itself. Thus the objection raised 
against the elders’ view becomes valid in respect of the newer 
school also. 

Again, what should we say about the inference, —"sarvam 
abhideyam prameyatvāt” ? One may be tempted to AMEE 
it as,—“‘(All are knowable) implies (All are namable)”. But 
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this is nothing but a statement of the major premise :—**What- 
ever is knowable is namable”. Thus the conclusion to be estab- 
lished turns out to be the major premise itself. This is just like 
saying about the mankind :—‘(All are men) implies (All are 
mortal)“, which is nothing but the general proposition, “All 
men are mortal”, So here the point is—how the conclusion 
of a syllogism can be the major premise of the same syllogism. 
This point remains unanswered for those who entertain the 
validity of the inference,—'*sarvam abhidheyam prameyatvāt”. 
To escape all this difficulty some writers show an ‘anupasam- 
hari’ probans by the instance—“‘sarvam anityam prameyatvāt”. 
Janakinatha in Nyāyasiddhānta-maiijarī offers the example,— 
‘ayam ākāšavān dhiimat’,—‘this is the locus of space, because 
it has smoke’. The idea behind it is this,—space is the locus of 
everything, so something else cannot be the locus of space. 
After all these complications one is constrained to say that the 
«case of 'anupasamhārin” remains indecisive. 
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CHAPTER— III 
VIRUDDHATVA 


(Absolute Contradiction of the Major Premise) 


‘Viruddha’ is the fallacy of absolute direct contradiction 
to ‘vyapti’, which shows that the probans is really pervaded 
by the contradictory of the probandum. This is quite evident 
in the syllogism—‘sabdah nityah karyatvat’. The probans 
*kāryatva” is pervaded, in fact, by ‘anityatva’, the contradictory 
of the probandum, 'nityatva'. *Karyatva' and ‘nityatva’ are 
antagonistic conceptions. After examining various definitions 
proposed by others Gangeša offers some possibly adequate 
‘definitions of ‘viruddha’. The first definition proposed by 
him is :— 

“‘sadhyavyapakabhavapratiyogitvam viruddhatvam” :— 


[The character of being an absolutely contradictory probans 
is its being the counter-correlate of such a negation as pervades 
the probandum. ‘An effect is not-eternal' is equivalent to 
“anything eternal is a not-effect’. ‘A is not-B’ is equivalent to 
«Bis not-A'. Thus to say that the probans is pervaded by the 
negation of the probandum is equivalent to saying that the 
probandum is pervaded by the negation of the probans. The 
probandum ‘eternity’ is thus pervaded by a negation of which 
the probans, ‘being an effect” is the counter-correlate. 


In elementary text-books ‘viruddha hetu” is defined as ‘sadh- 
yabhavavyapta’. This is relatively easier to understand, for 
the statement, 'an effect is eternal’ is directly countered by the 
Statement ‘an effect is not-eternal’. Contradictory predicables 
predicated of the same subject directly bring out the contra- 
diction. Yet the higher text-books such as Visvanatha’s 
Muktāvalī follow the more complicated definition of Gangeša 
by stating the equivalent of direct contradiction. We think, 
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there is a fine-logical consideration behind this ‘difficult choice’. 
‘Viruddha’ as a *hetvābhāsa" means a ‘viruddha’ or contradic-- 
tory ‘hetu. When we Say, ‘anything eternal is a not-effect,’ 
we get the contradictory of the ‘hetu’ itself at the first glance. 
Thus the contradictory character of the probans itself is more 
directly brought out by showing that the probandum is pervaded 
by the contradictory of the probans. 


An objection may be raised against showing contradiction 
by stating the equivalent. A ‘viruddha hetvābhāsa” prevents 
‘paramarsga’, the immediate cause of inference, by contradicting 
one of its essential elements, the knowledge of ‘vyapti’. To 
make a false inference possible in this faulty case one requires 
the following structure of false *paramar$a' :— 


*nityatvavyāpyakāryatvavān sabdah’ (sound is the locus of 
‘karyatva’ which is pervaded by ‘nityatva’). The direct contra- 
dictory form of this *parāmarša” should be ‘anityatvavyapya- 
kāryatvavān §abdah’. But when we say, ‘nityatva’ is pervaded 
by the negation of karyatva’, the contradiction to the original 
*vyapti' and to the consequent 'parāmarša” is not directly dis- 
cernible. Let ‘A is B' be a false proposition. Then the true 
proposition is the contradictory, ‘A is not-B’. Now ‘A is not-B’ 
is equivalent to B is not-A’. ‘B is not-A” can contradict ‘A is 
B’ only indirecly through the direct contradictory ‘A is not-B’. 
Hence in conformity to the general concept of ‘hetvabhasa’, 
‘viruddha’ should be better defined as ‘sadhyabhavavyapto 

. hetuh’ than 'sādhyavyāpakābhāvapratiyogī hetuh'. Gadadhara 
raises this objection in the following way :— 
[“hetau sadhyavyapakibhütabhava-pratiyogitvajfian- 
asya vyáüptijianadau grāhyābhāvādyanavagāhitayā 
pratibandhakatvam na sambhavati iti katham hetu- 
nisthatádrSapratiyogitvasya virodharūpatayā siddh- 
ānta-praņayanam ? . . —][bid. p. 1777] 


The reply to this objection takes the following line :— 


‘A is B? is equivalent to *not-B is not-A”. In the same way 
€ e . . 
A is not-B’ is equivalent to ‘not(not-B) is not-A’, which is 
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equivalent to *B is not-A”. Bis not-A’, by transposition, is. 
equivalent to ‘not(not-A) is not-B’, which is equivalent to ‘A 
is not-B'. Let B stand for the probandum ‘nityatva’ and A for 
the probans *kāryatva”. Now the original invalid universal major 
"whatever is an effect is eternal’ is expressed as "A is B’. Its 
contradictory is ‘A is not-B'. The latter is accepted to be true 
and the former false. The working out of the deduction may 
be shown thus :— 


I A is not-B 
II = not(not-B) is not-A 
III = B is not-A 
IV = not(not-A) is not-B 
I = A is not-B 


T is the expression for *nityatvābhāvavyāpya-kāryatva”. 
"TIP, being reduced to ‘I’, contradicts ‘A is B' through the equi- 
valent ‘IV’. Not(not-A) stands for the negation of negation 
of the ‘hetu’ *kāryatva*. So it is ‘karyatvabhavabhava’ in which 
*kāryatvābhāva” stands as the counter-correlate of another nega- 
tion. *Kāryatvābhāvapratiyogika abhāva” is equal to the posi- 
tive term, the ‘hetu, kāryatva”. ‘B is not-A’ through the 
transpositive expression ‘not(not-A) is not-B’ contradicts ‘A is. 
B’. So we say :—‘sadhyavyapakibhitabhavapratiyogi hetuh’, i.e. 
"nityatvavyāpakībhūtābhāvapratiyogi kāryatva” (B is not-A), 
through the negation of negation of ‘hetu’ *kāryatva” in the 
form of transposition, being reduced to *sadhyābhāvavyāpya 
hetu* (A is not-B), contradicts *sādhyavyāpya hetu” (A is B). 
This follows from the rule that the negation of the pervasive 
term is pervaded by the negation of the pervasible term :— 
‘vyapakabhavah vyāpyābhāvena vyāpyo bhavati”. This is the 
law of transposition in Indian logic. This may be otherwise 
stated as follows :— 


When a term is predicated of a subject, the negation 
of the subject may be predicated of the negation of the 
predicate. Introducing the concept of implication we may 
state thus :—‘something is eternal’ implies ‘something is not- 
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effect,. So ‘something is not(not-effect)’ implies ‘something is 
not-eternal’, i.e. 


(p2q)2 (-gD-p): here p stands for ‘something is eternal’ 
and q for ‘something is not-effect’, 


Raghunātha observes :— z 
[“hetvabhāvasya sādhyavannisthābhāvāpratiyogitva- 
jfianam vastutah tatpratiyogikābhāvasya hetoh sādh- 
yasāmānādhikaraņyagraham viruņaddhī 

—lbid. p.1777] 


Gange$a, however, is not satisfied with this definition. That 
the negation of negation of ‘hetu’ is pervaded by the negation 
of *sādhya” may be logically equivalent to the proposition that 
the ‘hetu’ is pervaded by the negation of the ‘sidhya’. But 
the two are not exactly equal, since the concept of the negation 
of negation is not exactly equal to the concept of a positive 
term. The positive term may be deduced from negation of 
its negation, but is not itself the negation, That the positive 
term is equal to negation of its negation is the view of Udayana 
who is credited with the dictum :— 

“vyavartyabhavavattaiva 
bhaviki hi visesyata! 
abhāvavirahātmatvam 
vastunah pratiyogita’! 
(Nyāyakusumāūijali III/2) 


In this view A is equal to not(not-A),—i.e. a term is equal 
to the negation of its negation. This view is not always 
accepted by the later logicians. In the negation of the pitcher, 
the pitcher stands as the counter-correlate of its negation. Būt 
in the negation of negation, the primary negation operates as 
the counter-correlate of the secondary negation. There must 
be some logical distinction between a negation determined by 
a positive counter-correlate and a negation determined by a 
negative counter-correlate. In our concept of negation in which 
a positive term is negated, the negation does not stand as the 
counter-correlate of the positive term. In other words, the 
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positive is not determined by negation. Now if we say that 
the negation of negation of pitcher is egual to pitcher, the 
secondary negation, which finally stands for the positive term 
‘pitcher’, is determined by the primary negation which happens 
to be the counter-correlate of the secondary negation. This 
violates the concept of negation, since in the final analysis, the 
positive pitcher indicated by the secondary negation becomes 
determined by the primary negation of which the pitcher itself 
figures as the counter-correlate. Apart from this logical incon- 
sistency the equality of a positive term to negation of its 
negation is also ontologically questionable. An object as a 
positive content can never be essentially of the nature of a 
negation (na hi bhāvasvarūpam abhāvasvarūpam bhavitum 
arhati). 


So GangeSa remarks in his very first paragraph on Viru- 
ddha :—**abhāvābhāvah abhāvapratiyoginirūpyatvena bhāva- 
bhinna eva vā”,—The negation of negation is something other 
than the positive, since it is determined by a counter-correlate 
which is itself a negation. Hence as the contradictory to *nit- 
yatvavyāpya kāryatva” we require *anityatvavyāpyakāryatva” 
and not *anityatvavyāpyakāryatvābhāvābhāvā", i.e., as the con- 
tradictory to ‘A is B' we require ‘A is not-B', and not 
*not(not-A) is not-B'. This follows from the logical distinction 
between ‘A’ and 'not(not-A). ‘Not(not-A)’ implies or is 
equivalent to ‘A`, but not equal to ‘A’. 


If this position is accepted we find the justification behind 
Gangeša's passage to some other definitions of ‘viruddha’. 
Raghunatha himself stands by the definition *sādhyavyāpakā- 

"phavapratiyogitvam viruddhatvam'. The negation of negation 
is not something objectively other than the positive counter- 
correlate. The logical distinction need not call for an ontolo- 
gical distinction. The negation of negation is a logical cons- 
truction, and is not a reality over and above the positive term. 
The cognition of ‘not(not-A)’ also grasps ‘A’ in the same 
breath. It is called ‘tulyavittivedyata’ or co-apprehensibility 
under the same apprehension. When we know that ‘A’ is 
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different from ‘B` we know at the same time that ‘B’ is different 
from ‘A`. A's difference from ‘B` and B's difference from ‘A’ 
are co-apprehensibles. Similarly ‘A’ and ‘not(not-A)’ are co- 
apprehensibles.* 


Anyway, Gangeša's reason for passing over to a second 
definition is that the direct contradiction of 'vyápti' involves 
the direct cognition of ‘sidhyabhava’ where the ‘hetu’ is present, 
and that the negation of the probandum is not directly cogni- 
sable in the concept of "sādhyavyāpakābhāvapratiyogitva”. 
Hence to directly attain the contradiction Gangesa suggests 
the second definition as,—(1) *sádhyavadavrttitvam", or (2) 
*sadhyavadvrttitvànadhikarapatvam", or (3) “sadhyasamanad- 
hikaraņadharmatvam”, or (4) *sadhyavadvrttitvanadhikaraga- 
dharmatvam”. 


The common essence of all these alternatives is that there 
is no common locus between the ‘hetu’ and the *sādhya”. The 
concept of *vyāpti' involves the concept of co-locativity. The 
knowledge of the total absence of co-locativity directly con- 
tradicts the knowledge of *vyāpti'. This contradiction, in order 
to grasp the true predicability of the contradictory of the pro- 
bandum in respect of the probans, should mean that the pro- 
bans is pervaded by the negation of the probandum. 


Now the problem arises regarding the distinction between 
‘viruddha’ and 'savyabhicára'. The probans existing in a locus 
along with the absence of the probandum forms the logical 
foundation of *savyabhicāra”. If absence of co-locativity bet- 
ween the probans and the probnadum is accepted as the 
basis of ‘viruddha’ also, how should we distinguish between the 
two? The answer to this question is to be found in the proper 
understanding of the relation of dependability (i.e., the relation 
between the upajīvya, or the dependable, and the upajīvaka or 
the dependent). Let us take the argument—‘parvato vahnimàn 


* In his Padārtha-tattva-nirūpaņa, however, Raghunātha supports the 
view that the negation of negation is something other than the positive 
»protiyogin', (Ptn. p. 55 Benares ed. 1915) 
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prameyatvāt. The implied universal major is—'whatever is 
knowable has fire’. It may be true that the mountain is know- 
able and has fire. But there are also knowables without having 
fire. So we cannot say—‘If x is a knowable, x has fire for all 
values of x’. But we can say,—‘If x is a knowable, x has fire 
for some values of x', and also can say,—‘If x is a knowable 
x has not fire for some values of x'. But in *virudda” which 
involves an absolute contradiction we cannot say—‘If x isa 
sound, x is eternal for some values of x. We should say—'If x 
is a sound, x is not-eternal for a// values of x’, or, tifxisa 
sound x is eternal for no value of x°. Thus the difference bet- 
ween the ‘viruddha’-contradiction and ‘vyabhicara’-contradiction 
is to be measured by the logical distinction between ‘not for 
any value of x’ and ‘not for some values of x’. The proposi- 
tional functional assertion ‘If x is a sound x is eternal for all 
values of x’ is contradicted by both the functional assertions, 
namely, (1) ‘If x is a sound, x is not-eternal for some values 
of x’ and (2) ‘If x is a sound, x is not-eternal for all values 
of x’. The latter is an absolute contradiction, while the former 
is relative and partial to particular values. ‘Viruddha’ consti- 
tutes the absolute contradiction, and as such does not depend 
on the former. So it is an independent *hetvābhāsa". This may 
be stated in other words in the following way :— 


In ‘viruddha’ the probans and the probandum are reripro- 
cally pervaded by their negations, i.e., the probans is pervaded 
by the negation of the probandum and the probandum by the 
negation of the probans. The mere statement of counter- 
locativity does not point to the  'viruddha hetvābhāsa” 
Which requires absolute counter-locativity. This is the 
reason for Raghunatha's preference for the first definition, 
*sādhyavyāpakābhāvapratiyogitva”, which is equivalent to 
*sadhyabhavavyapyatva', and which means that the probans 
and the probandum can never meet together in the 
same locus. 


At the end of his discussion on ‘anupasamharin’ Raghu- 
nātha demarcates his own view from that of Gaūgeša 
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regarding *asādhāraņa" and ‘viruddha’ with the following 
remark :— 
[*idameva ca manikrtàm viruddhatvam, ittham ca tadiyam 
asādhāraņatvameva viruddhatvam iti" 
—lbid. p. 1764| 
Gangeša's concept of *asādhāraņatva” is the same as 
Raghunātha's concept of ‘viruddhatva, and again Gange$a's 
concept of *viruddhatva' is the same as Raghunatha’s concept of 
«asādhāraņatva.” As we have seenbefore, Gangeša's final defiini- 
tion of ‘viruddha’ settles down to the concept of *sādhyā- 
samanadhikaranahetutva’. But according to Raghunatha this 
is. properly speaking, the character of *asadhárapa hetvabhasa’. 
Hence Vi$vanatha in his Muktāvalī, following Raghunātha, 
defines 'asadhárapa' as *sādhyāsamānādhikaraņo hetuh'. As 
we noted before, the proper instance of ‘asidhirana’ should 
be *sabdah nityah sabdatvat’, and not *šabdah anityah šabdat- 
vat. The new school led by Raghunātha considers 'asādhā- 
raga to be an absolute fault (nityadosa). In that case it is 
easy to see why ‘sabdah nityah šabdatvāt” should be the proper 
instance of *asādhāraņa", and not 'šabdah anityah šabdatvāt”. 
The concept of *sādhyāsamānādhikaraņahetutva” squarely fits 
into the former instance. The probans ‘sabdatva’ cannot 
belong to any locus having the probandum ‘nityatva’. The 
absence of a common locus means the total absence of co- 
locativity between the probans and the probandum. Of course, 
the distinction from ‘viruddha’ is constituted by the fact that 


the *asādhāraņa” probans does not exist in any other locus 
than the minor term itself. 


Gangeša's definition of "asādhāraņatva" as *sapaksavyāv-" 
ritatva’ finally turns out to be the same as *sadhyavyapakà- 
bhavapratiyogitva’. If the probans is excluded from all possible 
co-instances where the probandum exists, and if the pro- 
bandum's existence in the minor term is a matter of doubt, one 
is reasonably permitted to cognise that the probandum is: 
is pervaded by the absence of the probans, which is equivalent 


to the cognition that the probans is pervaded by the absence 
of the probandum. : 
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One may argue that the absence of co-locativity may be 
shown to be the same as the probandum being pervaded by the 
absence of the probans, or as the probans being pervaded by 
the absence of th» probandum. But this can be shown only 
by deduction or reduction. Yet the concept of the negation 
of co-locativity is not the same as the concept of the one 
term being pervaded by the negation of another term. Let us 
take the following two pairs of statements :— 

l { ^ s url and II i Aue RI 

The two statements in the first pair can be called contra- 
dictories by virtu» of the fact or state of things that fire and 
water cannot be predicated of the same subject. It is a factual 
contradiction called *sahānavasthāna” or negation of co- 
existence in the same locus. It is not, however, a logical 
contradiction. It is not logically necessary that he who takes 
something to be fire cannot take it to be water. It is not con- 
ceptually impossible to predicate the both of the same subject. 
But the contradiction between fire and not-fire is a logical 
contradiction in the sense thatit is not possible to conceive 
the both as being predicated of the same subject. It becomes 
more clear when we take the two statements ‘A is B` and ‘A 
is not-B'. To grasp the contradiction we need not appeal to 
our. sense of facts. Even without knowing what A or B 
stands for as concrete object-values in the world of facts, we 
logically intuit the contradiction which flows from the very 
nature of any possible knowledge. It belongs to the very 
etructure of knowledge that one cannot entertain in the same 
breath the propositions, —'A is B` and ‘A is not-B’. 

Now the concept of negation of co-locativity (asāmānā-. 
dhikaraņya) does not give us the sense of logical contradiction 
which is ‘jfi@nagata virodha’ or contradiction in knowledge 
itself. We think that this reason accounts for Raghunātha's 
preference for the definition of ‘viruddha’ as "sādhyavyāpa- 
kābhāvapratiyogī hetuh’ which means that the probandum is 
pervaded by the not-probans. The probans is contradictory 
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to that which pervades the probandum. This gives us the 
equivalent ‘sidhyabhavavyapyahetuh’—the probans is pervaded 
by the not-probandum. From this the contradictory character of 
the probans itself is obtained by deduction that we have shown 
before. If ‘A’ is the probans and ‘B’ the probandum, in the 
statement of contradiction ‘B is not-A” in deduced from:‘A 
is not-B’ and vice-versa. We have suggested before that in 
order to directly get at the contradictory character of the 
hetu” itself Raghunatha has preferred the definitive statement : 
‘sadhyavyapakabhavapratiyogi-hetuh viruddhah' :—-The *viru- 
ddha’ probans is such as the contradictory (negation) of which 
is truly predicated of the probandum. 


We may understand the ‘viruddha hetvābhāsa” in another 
way. In modern logic we are familiar with the relation of 
transitive predication—If ‘A is B' and ‘B is C”, then ‘A is 
C'. In the terminology of Indian logic we may state it thus :— 
If A is pervaded by B and B is pervaded by C, then A is 
pervaded by C :—"vyāpakasya vyāpakah vyāpyasya vyápakah'. 
Let us now state the following :—'A is B' and ‘B is not-A'. The 
transitive predication requires the conclusion ‘A is not-A' 
which is plainly absurd. But ‘B is not-A' is true by agreement. 
So ‘A is B' is false. An effect is assumed to be pervaded 
by eternity. But eternity is accepted as being pervaded by 
not-effect. The transitive pervasion requires that effect 
should be pervaded by not-effect, which is absurd. So ‘effect 
is pervaded by eternity’ is false. 


But in fairness to Gangeša it must be said that Raghu- 
natha is not fair in his suggestion that Garīgeša does not stand ` 
by his first definition, —'sadhyavyapakabhàva-pratiyogitvam 
viruddhavam'. That this definitive concept of ‘viruddhatva’ 
is well up in his mind is clear from the following observation 
in the concluding portion of his discussion on *viruddha'. 

['sa  càyam  vidhisàdhane trividhah—sāksāt 
sādhyābhāvavyāpyatvāt, sādhyavyāpakābhāvavyā- 
pyatvāt, sadhyavyapakaviruddhopalambhat"— 
Ibid. p. 1779] 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


. CH-III VIRUDDHATVA 121 


The first notion may be illustrated in the instance :—A 
is B, because A is not-B (the mountain has smoke, because 
it is truly not-recognized as having smoke). The implied 
general proposition is :—‘not-B is B`. This is absurd. Here 
the contradiction is internal to the proposition itself, i.e., the 
proposition stands self-condemned. The palpably self-contra- 
dictory predication is meant by the expression *sāksāt sādhyā- 
bhāva-vyāpyatva”. 


The second notion may fit iuto the following instance :— 
‘A is B, because A is not-C’ (the mountain has smoke, because 
it has not-fire). The implied universal major is *not-C is 
B’. But it is agreed that ‘B is C' (That which has smoke 
has fire). Hence the universal major is false. The probans 
*not-C (not-fiery) turns out to be the contradictory of C 
which is universally predicated of B. 


The third notion may be explained by the following 
argument :—A is B, because A is C (the lake has smoke 
because it has water) The implied ‘vyapti’ is ‘C is B’ (that 
which has water has smoke). But we truly know that B is D 
(that which has smoke has fire), and we also know for certain 
that C is not-D (that which has water has not-fire). If ‘C 
is B’ and ‘B is D” are true, then transitive predication 
requires that ‘C is D” must be true. But since we truly know 
that C is not-D, i.e, ‘C is D” is false, and ‘B is D' is true, it 
follows that *C is B' is false. Raghunātha remarks :— 

“hna ca etāni dharmivibhājakāni eva, sarvesàm eva sādhyā- 
bhāvavyāpyatvena ekavidhatvāt :—These separate notions are 

^ not to be entertained as forming separate sub-classes of 
*viruddha'. All these notions finally rest on one basic concept 
of ‘sidhyabhavavyapyatva’, and so ‘viruddha’ is really of one 
type permitting no sub-division—lbid. p. 1782]. 


Despite this Raghunatha thinks that Gangeša's own notion 
of ‘viruddhatva’ rests on the concept of *sādhyāsamānādhikara- 
nahetutva’ (Raghunātha's own view of ‘asadharanatva’), and 
not on the concept of ‘sadhyabhavavyapyatva’. Raghunatha 
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deduces this position of Gangeša simply from the fact that in 
his formulation of the conclusive definition Gangeša offers a 
second series of definitions based on the concept of *sādhyāsa- 
manadhikaranahetutva’ (Ibid. p. 1775). 


A pure and exclusive instance of ‘viruddha’ is hardly 
possible to find. It always comes in association with other 
faults. Raghunātha remarks that ‘viruddha’ is invariably 
associated with either *bádha' or ‘svariipasiddhi’. Asssociation 
of other faults is also noticeable sometimes. But a single 
instance exhibiting many faults should not present any diffi- 
culty,, since the different concepts of different faults are clearly 
demarcated from one another, 
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CHAPTER IV 


SATPRATIPAKSATVA (ANTINOMY) 
Section—I 


THE TRADITIONAL NYAYA-VIEW 


In the Nyāyasūtras 'satpratipaksa' is termed ‘prakarana- 
sama” which has been defined as—**yasmāt prakaranacinta sa 
nirnayartham apadistah prakarapasamah (NS 127). The 
term ‘prakarana’ has been defined by Vatsyayana :— 


**vimaršādhisthānau paksapratipaksau ubbau anavasitau 
prakaraņam” 


Someone places the proposition ‘A is B'. The opponent 
places the counter-proposition—‘A is not-B’. If A is the 
minor term and B the major term of the first proposition, the 
second proposition shows that the negation of the probandum 
may be predicated of the same minor term. The minor term, 
having these two contradictory positions in which truth or falsity 
has not been ascertained in respect of either, is reduced to 
to both *paksa' and *pratipaksa”. In the proposition ‘A is B? 
the minor term ‘A’ is *paksa' or the subject of predication 
of the probandum ‘B`. In the contradictory proposition, “A 
i$ not-B', the same minor term appears as the subject of predi- 
cation of the negation of the original probandum. Thus the 
same minor term is turned into its own opponent or 
" pratipaksa. The minor term suffers from self-opposition due 
to contradictory predications. Hence Višvanātha in his 
commentary on the Nyāyasūtras (1.2.7) explains thus the 
meaning of Vātsyāyana's observation :— 

**prakaraņam paksapratipaksāviti bhsāyam sādhya- 
tadabhāvavantau ityarthah”. 


The minor term is thus *vimaršādhisthāna" or substratum of 
doubt in the sense that it may or may not have the predication 
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of the probandum. The two propositions ‘A is B’ and ‘A is 
not-B’ are counter-poised in such a way that neither of the 
disputants feels sure about his position. The doubt about 
the subject (paksa) in relation to the probandum or the 
absence of the probandum remains unresolved, and so neither 
of the propositions can be established as a definite conclusion. 
The purpose of the opponent is, however, served even if he 
is not interested in establishing his own proposition, but only 
in resisting the proposition of the first disputant through 
creating confusion. 


Let the first syllogism stand thus :—‘A is B’ because ‘A is 
C. The implied ‘vyapti’ :—'C is B’. The opponent places the 
counter-syllogism ‘A is not-B’, because A is D’. The implied 
"vyāpti' is:—‘D is not-B'. Here the middle term of the first 
syllogism, namely, ‘C’, is countered by the middle term of the 
second syllogism, namely, ‘D’, which seeks to establish the 
negation of the probandum of the first syllogism. Between 
the two positions, the presence and the absence of the 
probandum (i.e., ‘B’ and ‘not-B’) in respect of the same minor 
term, both the middle terms ‘C’ and ‘D’, are neutralised through 
mutual opposition. In this sense the original middle term 
'C' is called *prakaraņasama”. Between ‘paksa’ and ‘prati- 
paksa’, i.e., ‘A is B’ and ‘A is not-B' both the middle terms 
stand helpless. Hence the ‘hetu’ is called ‘prakaranasama’, for 
it is as indecisive as the two inconclusive positions, ‘paksa’ 
and ‘pratipaksa’ i.e., the two propositions ‘A is B' and ‘A is 
not-B’, 


The middle term ‘C’ is also called 'satpratipaksa' or. 
‘satpratipaksita’, because its function has been succesfully 
obstructed by the counter-probans ‘D’. If the second syllogism 
is placed by the first disputant and the first by the second 
disputant, the middle term ‘D° will be equally called *satprati- 
paksa' by virtue of its being countered by ‘C’. 


It may be argued, as it has been done by the Buddhists, 
that of the two propositions, ‘A is B’ and ‘A is not-B' one 
must be true and the other false by the laws of contradiction 
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and excluded middle. In that case the two syllogisms cannot have 
the same truth-value and so cannot be of the same Strength. Thus 
mutual elimination through mutual opposition is impossible 
since the true proposition cannot be eliminated by the false one. 


In reply to this contention, the Naiyāyikas argue that in 
'satpratipaksa' the perplexed disputants are not logically 
equipped to locate logical falsity in either of the Opposing 
propositions. It is logicai true that between ‘A is B' and 
‘A is not-B' one must be true and other false. Yet the 
counter-syllogism of the opponent lands the first disputant in 
such a confusion that he is not in a position to fix falsity on 
either of the contending propositions. Thus when both the pro- 
positions are ‘agrhita-apramanyaka’ (i.e., of which the falsity of 
neither is ascertained) the result is mutual inhibition of infe- 
rence, and the disputant’s case is lost in the debate. .This 
reply of the Naiyayikas only serves to bring out the force of 
the Buddhist contention that ‘satpratipaksa’ is not a /ogical 
fallacy. Ignorance or confusion leading to psychological inca- 
pacity to fix any truth-value does not point to the logical falsity 
of a proposition. We propose to discuss the Buddhist stand- 
point at length later on. 


As an instance of ‘satpratipakasa’ Vātsyāyana and Uddyo- 
takara cite the following :— 

The Mīmāmsaka proposes the syllogism :—‘nityah šabdah 
anityadharmanupalabdheh’ (sound is eternal, because the features 
of impermanence are not discernible in it). The Naiyāyikas place 
the counter-syllogism :—anityah šabdah nityadharmanupalab- 

. dheh' (sound is not-eternal, because the features of permanence 
are not discernible in it). The Naiyāyikas think that a sound is 
created. So a word as a sound is newly created by articulation. 
Thus it is impermanent. The Mīmāmsakas think that the word 
is not produced, but only revealed by articulation. Thus it is 
eternal. The two counter-syllogisms, as they stand, cannot decide 
anything unless it can be decided first whether the sound is 
created or an already existent sound is revealed. So the first 
debate should have centred round the opposite view-points of 
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production and revelation. Without settling this debate first the 
two counter-syllogisms under consideration cannot decide any- 
thing. This indecision results in non-ascertainment of falsity in 
either way. According to the Nyāya view, in ‘satpratipaksa’ there 
are two counter-syllogisms and two counter probans of equal 
strength, respectively seeking to establish the probandum and 
the absence of the probandum in respect of the same minor term. 
Equality of strength is accounted for by the equal non-ascertain- 
ment of falsity regarding both the contradictory positions. Hence 
Udayana remarks in his Tātparyatīkā-parisuddhi :— 
“tatha hi pakse samabalabadhakasahapravrtteh na 
tattvanirpayah, pratibalena pratiruddhatvāt” 
—(N. D. Mithilà ed. Pt. I. p. 655) 
Let us now come to the notion of ‘satpratipaksa hetvābhāsa" 
‘as it has been interpreted and developed in neo-logic led by 
‘Gangesa. Gangesa defines ‘satpratipaksatva’ as :— 
[“sadhyavirodhyupasthapanasamartha-samianabalo- 
pasthityā pratiruddha-karyalingatvam” (A.C.G. p. 1787) 
A 'satpratipaksa' is being such a probans as the operation of 
which is inhibited by the presence of a counter-probans having 
equal strength and having thus the capacity to introduce the 
contradictory of the probandum] 
Here ‘bala’ or strength stands for ‘vyāpti and ‘paksadhar- 
mata’. The Mīmāmsaka places the syllogism :— 
Whatever is audible is eternal, e.g., soundness. 
A word is audible. : 
Therefore, a word is eternal. 


The Naiyāyika places the counter-syllogism :-— 
"Whatever is an effect is not-eternal, e.g., pitcher. 
A word is an effect 


Therefore, a word is not-eternal. 


Raghunātha interprets the purport of Gaūgeša's definition 
thus :— 


["sādhyasya sadhysiddheh virodhinyāh paksah na 
sādhyavān ityadyupasthiteh, sādhyavirodhī sādhya- 
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vattajnanapratibandhakajiiana-visayah badhah sādh- 
yabhavadih tadupasthiteh va jananayogyaya samā- 
naya balopasthitya tathāvidha-vyāptyādibuddhyā 
pratiruddham — küryam yasya tādršalingatvam 
ityarthah (Ibid. pp. 1787-1788)] 

In ‘satpratipaksa’ the counter-probans of the counter- 
syllogism is intended to produce a stalemate. At a certain stage 
of the debate the opponent may not be interested so much in 
establishing his own position as in stalling a decision going 
in favour of the first disputant. In Gangesa's definition and 
Raghunātha's interpretation thereon the term ‘karya’ stands for 
the conclusive inference. That the operation of the probans is 
checked means that the probans cannot lead to the original 
conclusion. The very possibility of this check implies that the 
premises of the counter-syllogism cannot be proved as false by 
the first disputant who is too confused to question them. 


Gangeša in his definition has not expressly stated the 
condition, *agrhīta-aprāmāņyaka", because, as it is interpreted 
by Raghunātha, the non-ascertainment of falsity is implied 
by the expression ‘karyapratirodha’ (check to the production 
of the effect, ie. the inferential conclusion). Raghunatha 
remarks :— 

[“virodhivyaptyadivisayatvalaksana-yogyatasalinya 
api upasthiteh apramanyagrahe satpratipaksatvāsa- 
mpādakatvāt kāryapratirodhānudhāvanam” 


—(Ibid p. 1788)] 


Since the non-ascertainment of falsity of the premises 
in both the counter-syllogisms is a condition of the stalemate, 
this should have better been stated expressly in the definition. 
Then *Karyapratirodha? would have simply followed by impli- 
cation. This seems to be the view of Raghunātha. A further 
improvement on Gangesa’s definition is suggested by Raghunā- 
tha on the following line :— 

The inference is not the direct result of the knowledge of the 
probans, but of 'parāmarša'. Hence the equality of strength of 
the two counter-syllogisms means non-ascertainment of falsity 
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of the two contradictory ‘paramarsas’ which simultaneously 
invade the mind of the disputant. Thus remarks Raghunatha :— 
[*samànatvam ca agrhītāprāmāņyaka-sādhyasiddhy- 
aupayika-parāmaršakālīnatvam: asati, grhītāprāmāņ- 
yake và parāmarše satpratipaksitatvavyavahāravira- 
hat—Ibid.] 
He makes his meaning more clear ina further observation :— 
(*tagrhītāprāmāņyakatvasamvalitayogyatopādāne tu badho- 
pasthitisamartha-parāmaršakālīnasādhyasiddhisamarthapa- 
ramarsavisyatvam vacyam tattvam’’—Ibid. p. 1793] 


—If the capacity for producing a stalemate is limited to 
non-ascertainment of falsity, this non-ascertainment passes on 
to the stage of ‘parimarsa’, and the definition of ‘satprati- 
paksa' may be understood this way:—*A ‘satpratipaksa’ 
probans is that which is the object of a *parāmarsa” having 
the capacity to establish the probandum, that *parāmarša” being 
present in the mind of the disputant simultaneously along with 
another ‘paramarsa’ having the capacity to present the con- 
tradictory of the probandum". In this way the two ‘parima- 
rsas’ themselves become contradictory and the disputant is 
not in a position to entertain the falsity of the either. 


Raghunatha here makes an excellent point against a doubt- 
ful interpretation of ‘satpratipaksa’ given by Paksadharamišra. 
Paksadhara suggests that equality of strength means equal 


ascertainment of truth of the two contradictory *parāmarša s’. 
Gadādhara explains :— 


["ubhayaparāmarše prāmāņyanišcayadašāyām ubha- 
yanumitipratirodhanirvahah’—Ibid. p. 1793]. 
Paksadhara wrongly thinks that both the counter-inferences 
are reciprocally inhibited by taking both the contradictory 
"parāmaršas” as true. He appears to point out the possibility 
of such a psychologically confused position as in which both 
the contradictory *parāmaršas” appear as true to the disputant. 
The disputant is equally conscious that such a position is logi- 


cally absurd. The net result is the mutual cancellation of the 
two contradictory conclusions. 
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But it is difficult to surmise the possibility of such an absurd 
position.  Pakšadhara”s interpretation would mean that the 
disputant at the first stage entertains the truth of both the 
contradictory propositions, (1) ‘A is B which is C” and (2) ‘A is 
D which is not-C'. At this stage he cannot discern the con- 
tradiction. Otherwise the very entertainment of truth of the 
both would have been impossible. But the contradiction 
flashes into his mind as soon as he comes upon the implied 
contradictory conclusions, ‘A is C”, and ‘A is not-C'. Here he 
can no longer take the both as true, nor can decide which is true 
or which false,and the consequence is a psychological stalemate. 


Raghunatha does not think it proper that, in ‘satpratipaksa’, 
inhibition of inference requires of the disputant to take the 
contradictory ‘parimarsas’ as true. It is enough if only the 
falsity remains unascertained. Neither the one nor the other 
*parāmarša” decisively appears as false to the disputant. The 
reason for this has been explained by Raghunatha himself :— 
“vyabhicarena prāmāņyagrahasya abalatvāt—Ibid. p. 1792. 


This refers to the Nyāya theory of *paratah prāmāņya”. 
In this theory knowing a proposition and knowing its truth are 
not the same. In other words, validity of a cognition is not 
cognised along with the cognition itself. The two propositions, 
(1) ‘A is B’ and (2) A is B) is true’ are completely different. 
The first proposition belongs to the primary plane and the 
second to the secondary. The Naiyāyikas here recognise a 
hierarchy of propositional cognitions. The validity of know- 
ledge is not grasped even by retrospection (anuvyavasaya), i.e., 
knowledge of knowledge. It is grasped by inference. The 
Advaitins and the Mīmāmsakas advocate the theory of *svatah. 
prāmāņya” or the self-evident validity of cognition. There 
are subtle differences in the respective positions of Prabhakara, 
Kumirila and Murarimigra. The positions of Prabhakara and 
the Advaita are identical in this respect. Anyway we are not 
here concerned with the subtle shades of differences among 
the *svatah-prāmāņyavādins', nor with the long alas between 
‘svatah-pramanyavada’ and ‘paratah-pramapyavada’. It is. 
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enough for our purpose to roughly understand the implication 
of ‘paratah-pramanyavada’ in the context of ‘satpratipaksa’. 

In accordance with this theory, when the disputant enter- 
tains the ‘paramarga’ he cannot entertain its validity at the 
same time. In that case, because the invalidity of *parāmarša” 
also is not entertained, an appropriate inference may follow 
forthwith without waiting for the validity of ‘paramarsa’ to 
dawn upon the mind. Anyway, there is surely a logical dis- 
tinction between falsely entertaining two contradictories as true 
and falsely not-entertaining either of the contradictories as 
false. In the second case the disputant knows in a general 
way that one 'parāmarša” must be false, but does not know 
which one is so. Hence the contradictory conclusions them- 
selves are blocked by reciprocally unsettled contradictory 
tparāmaršas”. 


Section—II 
THE VIEW OF RATNAKOSAKARA 


The author of Ratnakosa is credited with the striking theory 

t hat in ‘satpratipaksa’ two counter-syllogisms do not lead to 
mutual inhibition of two counter-conclusions, but to actual 
generation of two conclusions in the form of doubt. According 
to the accepted view, when the disputant is confronted with 
two contradictory *parāmaršas” between which he is not ina 
position to choose or fix falsity on either, the element of doubt 
resulting from the confrontation prevents the very possibility 
of any conclusion. The author of Ratnakosa, however, contends 
that is such a case the conclusion itself cannot be totally pre- 
vented. Rather the doubt itself should then pass into the 
cognitive structures of the conclusions. One *parāmarša” leads 
to the conclusion ‘A js C’ and the other to ‘A is not-C’. Neither 
of the *parāmaršas” is taken as false. So the resulting con- 
clusions themselves should take the nature of doubt :—‘A is C’ 
or "A is not-C’? Now, “(A is C) or (A is not-C)” is true as 
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one composite disjunctive proposition. But the point of debate 
is not the truth of the disjunction itself, but of the truth or 
falsity of the members of the disjunction. Both the conclusions 
coming after the contradictory *parāmaršas” figure in cognition, 
but only in the form of indecision, and not in the form of 
affirmation. According to the accepted view, the very con- 
tradictory nature of the *parāmaršas” does not permit the 
disputant to go upto the length of cognising the conclusions. 
But in the view of Ratnakosakāra, since the *parāmaršas” them- 
selves are not accepted as false, there is nothing to debar the 
cognition of opposite conclusions in the form of a disjunctive 
doubt. The doubt coming afterwards as a result of confron- 
tation between the two contradictory ‘paramarsas’ must be 
deposited in the conclusions themselves. The result is a waver- 
ing between the two contradictory possibilities, “A is C” and 
‘A is not-C’. So the two conclusions together take the form 
of doubt. In the other view, there is no question of wavering 
in the stage of conclusion, because the process of reasoning 
itself gets stagnated just with the figuring of two opposite 
‘paramargas’ in one collective super-synthetic knowledge, and 
there is no opportunity of going upto the conclusion. 


According to Ratnakosakāra the doubtful nature of each 
conclusion does not arise separately from each separate 
*parámar$a', but from the combination of contradictory 
*parámaréas'. Gangesa explains :— 

[ *pratyekaddhi utpadyamānam jiianam arthat 
samsayah, na tu pratyekam samSayajanakatvam” 
—lbid p. 1804 ] 


Ratnakosakāra does not recognise it as a general truth that 
the cognition of contradictory predication necessarily prevents 
the very cognition of the contradictable predication. In other 
words, what is prevented is the affirmation of truth, but not the 
possibility of doubt. Otherwise doubt itself would have been an 
impossible psychological phenomenon. Doubt means wavering 
between two opposite poles which must figure somehow together 
in a single cognitive structure to make doubt possible at all. 
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A jaundiced person knows quite well that a conch-shell is 
not yellow. Yet at the same time in visual perception he cog- 
nises it as yellow. The jaundiced person cannot assert that the 
conch-shell is yellow. Thus when, even an assertive contradic- 
tory predication cannot prevent the non-assertive predication of 
yellowness in relation to the conch-shell, there is no reason why 
one zon-assertive contradictory predication should necessarily 
prevent another non-assertive contradictable predication. 


In our opinion Ratnakosakara is justified in his contention. 
In *satpratipaksa' we are not strictly concerned with a logical 
fallacy, but with a psychological indecision resulting from a 
logical contradiction. Gangesa, we think, here cleverly confuses 
between the two when he observes :— 
[**sādhyatadabhāvayoh virodhena yatha ekajiā- 
nasya aparadhīpratibandhakatvam tathā sādhyā- 
bhāvavyāpyavattvasyāpi sādhyavirodhitvāt tad- 
buddheh api sādhyadhīpratibandhakatvāt, viro- 
dhitvajītānasya pratibandhakatve tantratvāt” 
—lIbid. p. 1804] 


What Gangeša means is this :—‘A is C' and ‘A is not-C’ are 
contradictory propositions. The knowledge of the one prevents 
the knowledge of the other. Just as the proposition, *A is not- 
C” contradicts the propositions ‘A is C”, so also does the pro- 
position ‘A is D which is not-C'. In a similar way the propo- 
sition *A is B which is C' contradicts the proposition *A is not- 
C. Thus the two contradictory *parāmaršas' cancel the possi- 
bility of both the alternative conclusions. Clearly here Gange$a . 
takes contradiction in the /ogical sense. He is logically justified. 
But what about the fact of doubt in which two contradictories 
mustfigure in the same composite cognitive structure ? Here 
mutual cancellation would cancel the very possibility of doubt 
as a psychological fact. If I cannot really fix the truth-value 
on either of the contradictory *parāmaršas” how can I prevent 
the resulting doubt from passing into the conclusion in the form 
of an undecided disjunction ? So in ‘satpratipaksa’ we get an 
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unasserted doubtful conclusion, but not the total absence of 
conclusion. The fallacy of 'satpratipaksa' vitiates inference by 
virtue of raising doubt :— 
[ *viruddhobhayajiiānasāmagryāh samšayajana- 
katvāt samSayadvara asya düsakatvam" 
—Gangeša (Ibid. p. 1804) ] 
Gangesa’s position against Ratnakosaküra may be summa- 
rised thus following Raghunātha's way of interpretation :—In 
'satpratipaksa' two counter-‘hetus’ are involved. Direct con- 
cradiction between two ‘hetus’ mean ‘parasparabhavavyapyatva’. 
If ‘B’ and ‘D’ are accepted as two contradictory ‘hetus’ this 
would mean :—'B is not-D' and *D is not-B', i.e., reciprocal 
predication of receprocal negation. But when we say :—‘A is 
B which is C” and ‘A is D which is not-C” we do not get the 
contradiction directly. The contradiction is obtained through 
a process of deduction. We deduce from the above that, ‘A is 
C” and ‘A is not-C'. But the direct contradiction between the 
‘hetus’ ‘B’ and ‘D’ is not obtained thereby. From ‘B is C” and 
‘D is not-C' we get ‘B is not-D' and ‘D is not-B'. Before going 
through this long process of deduction we cannot get the con- 
tradiction between the two counter-'hetus'. 


So the *vādin” and the ‘prativadin’, the first debater and his 
adversary, have two opposite *parāmaršas” which respectively 
come upon them with a force of assertion. The neutral adjudi- 
cator takes note of these two asserted ‘paramarsas’. He too at 
the outset comes under the force of assertion, but soon sees 
through the contradiction. He then pronounces the judgment 

>that the conclusion is blocked, since the two ‘paramarsas’ are 
interlocked in an opposition with equal strength. It may be 
that the adjudicator himself is invaded by doubt without being 
able to decide either way, or it may be that the disputants them- 
selves pass from the stage of assertion to that of doubt. But 
anyway, here the doubt depends on contradictory assertions 
which on account of equal strength cannot lead to a decision. 
So the fault here does not lie in the resulting doubt, but in the 
blocking of decision due to the interlocking of two ‘paramarsas’ 
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in an opposition with equal strength. Here the doubt is the 
dependent (upajivaka) and the contradictory nature of the 
‘paramarsas’ blocking the decision is the dependable (upajivya). 
The fault is constituted by the upajīvya element, and we need 
not run upto the upajīvaka element for finding the fault. 


Nevertheless it is clear that Gangega does not do away with 
the possibility of doubt. Nowa vital question arises in this 
context. When either the disputants or the adjudicator or the 
both come to realise that no decision is possible between ‘A is 
C' and ‘A is not-C’, what is this indecision without partaking 
in the nature of doubt ? It is absurd to say—‘I do not doubt, 
but I cannot decide’. One may indeed say—I do not doubt 
that “either ‘A is C’ or ‘A is not-C”, but cannot decide which 
One is true or which false. Here too there is definite doubt 
pertaining to the fixation of truth or falsehood in respect of 
either of the propositions. 


There is another problem. According to the Nyiya-Vaisesika 
theory of knowledge the mind cannot simultaneously entertain 
two different cognitions (yugapad jiānānutpattih manasah 
lingam—Ns. 1 116). To realise that a decision is blocked it is 
necessary to take the two contradictory ‘paramargas’ simultane- 
ously into consideration. Otherwise one cannot be weighed 
against the other. But two ‘parimargas’ are two different cog- 
nitions, then how do thes» two cognitions monopolise the mind 
at the same moment? This is theoretically impossible. 


Both Manikantha and Gangesa try to solve the problem by 
resorting to the notion of collective cognition (samūhālambanāt- 
makajiiāna). For the sake of realising the mutual opposition ^ 
the two *parāmaršas” do not enter the mind as two separate 
cognitions, but as one collective cognition. In that case, we 
think, this collective cognition itself should be of the nature of 
doubt. Otherwise two contradictories cannot constitute one 
cognition. The cognition, *it isa post or a man’ means :—it 
may be a post or may be a man”, Similarly two contradictory 
"Parāmaršas”, simultaneously invading the mind and forming 


one collective cognition, should take the form :—“A may be 
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B which is C or may be D which is not-C” The concluding 
doubt takes the form :—‘A may be C or not-C’. If it is 
assumed that two contradictory propositions can be collec- 
tively entertained in a cognition without taking the nature of a 
doubt, then the only alternative left is that such a collective 
cognition is of the nature of ‘aharyajfiaina’. But the Naiyāyikas 
do not admit *āhāryajiiāāna" beyond the domain of perception. 
Hence the two contradictory *parāmaršas” constituting 
one composite cognition must constitute the structure of 
doubt. 


It is admitted that placing of only one syllogism cannot 
generate doubt. Hence two separate *parāmaršas” taken sepa- 
rately cannot lead to doubt. When the two are balanced to- 
gether the result is the emergence of an enquiry as to which 
way the truth does lie. ‘Satpratipaksa’ is the presence in under- 
standing of two ‘vyaptis’ and two ‘paksadharmatis’ (two major 
premises and two minor premises) in such a way as generates 
an enquiry of the form :—between the two ‘hetus’ related 
to two ‘sadhyas’ which is the correct one? So Gangeša 
writes :— l 

[ *tathà ca prakrtasādhyahetvoh kim tattvam 
iti jijñāsājanikā vyaptipaksadharmatopasthitih 
prakaraņasamah” —lbid. p. 1822 ] 


It is difficult to understand how the need of an enquiry can 
be felt without doubt. The doubt is underlined by the very 
nature of the question shown by Gangesa himself :—what is the 
truth ? Between two contradictory positions one must be true, 
but which one is so cannot be decided. Truth lies this way or 
that way in the sense of exclusive disjunction. Hence any 
enquiry in this regard can proceed only from the indecision 


which is equivalent to doubt. 


The later neo-logicians deduce the simple definition of 
‘satpratipaksa’,—‘‘sadhyabhavavyapyavan ips pis 
< hunātha's discussion on Gangeša's conclusive 
ksah” from Raghunā ee 


definition (Muktavali on Karika 71 and A. 
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According to this definition the fault of a ‘satpratipaksa’ 
probans is constituted by the minor term of which is predicated 
a counter-probans that is pervaded by the negation of the 
original probandum. In this conception of ‘satpratipaksa’ the 
two counter-‘paramarsas’ reciprocally constitute the fault of 
both the counter-syllogisms. Let us take the two counter- 
*parámarsas' ‘A is B which is C” and ‘A is D which is not-C”. 
In relation to the second ‘paramarga’ the minor term ‘A’ has 
the predication of the counter-probans ‘D’ which is pervaded 
by ‘not-C’, the negation of the first probandum. In relation 
to the first *parāmarsa” the same minor term ‘A’ has the pre- 
dication of the first counter-probans ‘B’ which is pervaded by 
the negation of the second probandum ‘not-C’ [i.e., ‘not(not-Cy’ 
is equal to C which is the probandum in the first parāmarsa)]. 
In this view each of the two counter-syllogisms is considered 
to have the fault of ‘satpratipaksa’, and each constitutes the 
fault of the other by having a counter-probans and a counter- 
probandum in relation to the same minor term. As a result 
the minor term becomes opposed to itself. 


By this interpretation of the definition we get the line 
of demarcation between ‘viruddha’ and ‘satpratipaksa’. In 
*viruddha' there is no counter-probans. The same probans as is 
predicated of the minor term is really pervaded by the negation 
of the assumed probandum. The probans, which is really 
capable of establishing the negation of the probandum, is 
wrongly employed to prove the presence of the same proban- 
dum. In ‘satpratipaksa’ on the other hand, a counter-probans, 
in relation to the same minor term, is intended to establish the 
the negation of the probandum that has been predicated of 
the first probans. Hence Vigvanatha observes :— 


[“‘satpratipakse tu pratihetuh sadhyabhavasadhakah, 
atra tu eka eva hetuh iti vi$esah, sāhhyābhāva- 
sadhaka eva sādhyasādhakatvena upanyastah iti 
aSaktivisesopasthapakatvat ca viseash”—Muktavali 
on Viruddha under Karika 71]. 
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Section—III 


DHARMAKIRTI ON SATPRATIPAKSA 


It is well-known that the Naiyāyikas accept ‘asatprati- 
paksatva' or ‘the absence of a counter-probans’, as a necessary 
characteristic of a correct ‘hetu’. In Hetubindu of Dharmakirti 
"asatpratipaksatva” is otherwise cailed “vivaksitaikasamkhyatva’ 
which means that a correct probans is one without having a 
counter-probans. Between the probans and the counter-probans 
only one can be correct, but not both. Dharmakirti contends 
that it is needless to mention this as a characteristic of correct 
‘hetu’, and so ‘satpratipaksa’ should not be mentioned as a 
separate fallacy of the middle term. Either ‘A is C" is true, 
or ‘A is not-C’ is true, but not both. This is the implication 
of the law of contradiction which is stated in the oft-quoted 
Buddhist dictum—'bhavanàm advirüpatà'. Arcata explains 
this in Hetubindutika :— 


[*bhāvānām viruddhasvabhāvadvayāyogāt virddhadharma- 
dhyāsasya bhedalaksaņatvāt”—Gkvw. ed. p. 214]. 


The same term cannot have two contradictory predications, 
because in that case the subject cannot remain one, but must 
become two. This is the explanation of Dharmakirti's genera- 
lisation :—'yad varuddhadharmādhyastam tan nana’—That 
which has contradictory predications must be many. So ‘A’ 
could not have retained its identity if both Cc and ‘not-C’ 
could be predicated of it. 


Now in two counter-syllogisms resulting in two contra- 
dictory conclusions, ‘A is C’ and ‘A in not-C’ Jet us not ques- 
tion the minor premises ‘A is B’ and ‘A is D'. In that case 
from the statement of the exclusive disjunction namely, 'either 
(A is C) or (A is not C) is true’, we are compelled to deduce = 
‘Either (B is C) or (D is not-C) is true” in the sense of cene 
disjunction, for ‘A is C' is deduced from A is B which is C 
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and *A is not-C’ is deduced from ‘A is D which is not-C”. 
Let us clearly state the two counter-syllogisms :— 


(1) B is C | (2) D is not-C 
A is B | A is D 
Oa AN is C | .. A is not-C 


If ‘A is C’ is false, then ‘B is C' or ‘A is B' or both are false 
(inclusive disjunction). So if ‘Ais B' is true‘ then ‘B is C” 
must be false. “(A is C) is false’’ is the same as ‘A is not-C”. 
Then B is not-C. Similarly if ‘A is not-C' is false (i.e., ‘A is 
©), thed ‘D is not-C’ or ‘A is D` or both are false. If ‘A is 
D' is true then ‘D is not-C' must be false (ie., "D is C). 


Now if ‘A is C’ false, then ‘A is not-C’ is true, and both 
‘D is not-C' and ‘A is D’ are true. Again, if ‘A is not-C’ is 
false, then ‘A is C’ is true, and both ‘B is C’ and ‘A is B’ are 
true. This shows that two contradictory ‘paramarsas’ namely, 
“A is B which is C” and “A is D which is not-C”, logically 
can never be of equal strength. Otherwise we must do away 
with the laws of contradiction and excluded middle. The 
Naiyāyikas certainly cannot repeal these laws. It follows hence 
that 'vyáptis' and *paksadharmatās” of the two counter-syllo- 
Bisms cannot also be of equal strength. Either *vyüpti' or 
*paksadharmatā” or both in one syllogism must be false, and 
so the conclusion must be false. Then the other conclusion 
must be true, and both ‘vyapti’ and paksadharmata’ of that 
other syllogism also must be true. Hence Gangeša's statement 
to the effect that, in ‘satpratipaksa’ the two contradictory 
‘paramnrsas’ of equal strength, following from the equal < 
strength of the two ‘vyaptis’ and the two *paksadharmatas' 
block the decision, cannot be a serious logical statement. 
Raghunātha is astute enough to sense this predicament when 
he introduces the condition of "agrhitāprāmāņyakatva”. We 
remember that by this condition Raghunātha means that the 
equality of strength is derived from the incapacity of any 
disputant or the adjudicator to prove the truth or falsity of 
either of the counter-positions, despite the fact that one must 
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be false and the other true. Thus equality of strength is reduced 
to equality of weakness. But Gangesa himself has repeatedly 
remarked that it is not the fault of an argument if the disputant 
fails to see the truth. It is the fault of the disputant (pramatuh 
ayam aparadhah). So we have observed before, the accep- 
tance of ‘satpratipaksa’ as a separate fallacy proceeds from 
the confusion between the logical and the psychological 
approaches. 


The fallacy of ‘satpratipaksa’ is called *viruddhavyabhi- 
carin’ by Diūnāga and Dharmnkirti. Literally it should mean 
a ‘probans not violating the contradictory. This very term 
suggests the absurdity of accepting ‘satpratipaksa’ as a 
separate *hetvābhāsa", since if the contradictory is not violated 
the counter-probans becomes correct and the original probans 
incorrect ; and if violated it becomes false and the original 
probans correct. Arcata in Hetubindutīkā explains the term 
at length. 

[*hetoh yad àtmiyam laksaņam tadyuktayoh hetvoh 

ekatra dharmiņi virodheņa parasparaviruddhasadhya- 

sādhakatvena upanipāte sati. viruddhavyabhicar iti” 
—Gkw. ed. pp. 215-216]. 


One of the contradictory conclusions must be false. Then if 
the major premise (vyāpti) is false it is a case of ‘savyabhicara’, 
and if the minor is false it is a case of ‘asiddha’, and if both 
are false it is a case of both. Dharmnkirti remnrks :—If the 
correctness of a probans could be created by the cleverness 

>of a logician, no probans could have proved or disproved 
anything. Hence if a probans is truly related to a probandum 
how can it be turned otherwise by a disputant ? One cannot 
turn upside down the truth that corresponds to the nature of 
things. Contradictory predications in relation to the same 
subject would make the subject itself self-contradictory :— 
[*purusapratibhakrtam yadi sadhanatvam syāt tadā 
na kificit sādhanam asādhanam vā, sa ca hetuh 
yadi svabhāvatah tadharmabhāvī katham anyathā 
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kriyeta ? vastusvabhāvānyathābhāvasya abhāvāt 
ubhayošca ekatra bhāve viruddhobhayasvabhāva 
ckah syat"—Hetubinduprakaraga p. 71, Append. to 
Hetubindutīkā ]. 


Gangeša's defence against Dharmakīrtī reveals a further 
weakness. If there is contradiction, one of the contradictoris 
must be false, and there is nothing to block the correct alterna- 
tive inference. Again, if there is no contradiction there is nothing 
to block either of the inference. Against this dilema presented 
by Dharmakirti Gangeša remarks :—The knowledge that one 
of the ‘vyaptis’ is subject to violation dawns upon the mind 
only after the realisation that the conclusion is blocked. Hence 
the knowledge of violation depends upon the realisation of 
the blocking of inference. Thus the knowledge of blocking, 
being the ‘upajivya’ or ground of the knowledge of violation, 
should be counted as forming a separate fallacy :— 


['"pratiruddhatvajianànantaram vyāptyādibhangajiiāānam 
iti upajīvyatvena vyabhicāravad asyāpi dosatvāt” 


A.C.G. pp. 1767-1798]. 


But this argument of Gangcša is unconvincing. If the 
blocking of inference necessarily leads to the realisation of the 
violation of ‘vyapti’ or "paksadharmatā” in either of the counter- 
syllogisms, it only shows the truth that two contradictories can- 
not be ‘of equal Strength and that the conclusion must be drawn 
one way or the other. In short, the very admission, that the 
knowledge of violation of "vyāpti" etc., follows from the sense 
of stalemate, is an indirect admission to the effect that the very 
blocking itself leads to the lifting of the blockade. So the 
fallacy is finally established as one of 'savyabhicàra' or ‘asiddha’ 
(or both), and the temporary blockade does not by itself 
constitute a logical fallacy. Moreover, an able adjudicator is 
not expected to be such a dullard as not to notice the violation 
of 'vyàpti' or ‘paksadharmata’ before a blockade draws the 
curtain on the debate, The moment the two contradictories 
are placed for judgment he is expected to realise that equal 


` 
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strength is logically impossible. The incapacity of the dispu- 
tants to realise this cannot alter the truth. So it is difficult to 
find an invulnerable defence against Dharmakīrti's contention. 


It is significant that the Vaišesikas too do not recognise 
‘satpratipaksa’ as a separate fallacy. Prašastapāda, on the 
authority of Kasyapa, accepts a three-fold classification of 
‘hetvabhasas’ :— 

“viruddhasiddhasandigdham alingam kāšyapo'bravīt” 
—V.D., V.S.U. ed. p. 480 

Sridhara in his Nyāyakandalī on Prašastapādabhāsya has to 
fall upon the authority of Gautama for recognising ‘satprati- 
paksa’ as an independent ‘hetvabhiisa’. Vallabhāchārya, the 
author of Nyāyalīlāvatī, the famous treatise on the Vaišesika 


system, clearly dismisses both *bādha' and ‘satpratipaksa’. He 
remarks :— 


["badhapratirodhàvapi sta iti cenna, ubhayoh vyāpti- 
grahapaksadharmatā”-pahāreņa eva anumaànadüsa- 
katvat"—Chw. ed p. 607]. 


Samkaramišra explains in his commentary :—*'satpratipakse 
tu vyāptisandehād vyāpyatvāsiddhih ityarthah”’, 

When the contradictories seem to block each other both the 
‘vyaptis’ become subject to doubt. So if even an inference 
is blocked the fallacy rests in doubtful *vyāpti' and not in the 
blockade itself. Samkaramisra further explains :— 

[“ubhayatra vyāptisandehopapādakatayā tādrūpyopa- 
cārah, alam anena pratibandhena iti”] 
» Since the stalemate in conclusions raises doubt about both 
the *vyüptis', the fault is fathered upon the stalemate itself. 
But the real logical fault rests in the doubtful *vyaptis'. Hence 
the antinomical blockade itself should not be counted as a 
Separate logical fault. ` 
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CHAPTER V 


ASIDDHI 
(Violation of the Minor Premise) 


Section I 


GENERAL OBSERVATION 


An 'asiddha' probans is termed *sādhyasama” in the Nyāya- 
sūtras :— 

“sadhyavisistasca sādhyatvāt sadhyasamah" Ns. 1/2/8. 

It seems that the Nyāyasūtra directly pinpoints the fallacy 
where the minor premise is questioned or entertained as false. 
The minor premise shows the relation between the minor term 
and the middle term. If this relation is questioned the predi- 
cation of the middle term to the minor term remains to be 
proved. That means that the middle term itself remains to be 
established in relation to the minor term just as the major term 
is to be established in relation to the same. So the middle term 
becomes 'sādhyāvišista” i.e., not-different from the nature of 
the probandum which has got to be established. Visvanatha 
clearly explains in his vrtti :— 

["yathā hi sādhyena vahnyādinā avišistah, kuta ityāha 
sadhyatvad iti, sādhanīyatvād ityarthah, yathā hi 
sādhyam sādhanīyam tathā heturapi iti cet sādhya- 
sama ityucyate, ata eva asiddha iti vyavahriyate;”] 


The ‘hetu’ is ‘asiddha’, because it has not yet been esta- 
blished in relation to the ‘paksa’. If the minor premise is false 
the onus of proving it true falls on the first disputant. Without 
this proof his desired conclusion is prevented. 

Vatsyayana’s illustration is clear enough :— 

[“dravyam chāyā iti sādhyam, gatimattvad iti hetu, 
sādhyena avisistah sādhanīyatvāt sádhyasamah"/] 
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‘Shadow is a substance, because it has motion’—this is the 
inference. Here we do not question the *vyāpti” or major 
premise,—whatever has motion is a substance”. But we ques- 
tion the minor premise,—‘shadow has motion”. In the Nyāya- 
Vaišegika view shadow (or darkness) is not a substance, but 
is mere absence of light. When something screens the rays 
of light the shadow implies the failure of light to reach a 
particular location in relation to the screening object. With 
the movement of the screen or of the source of light the shadow 
only seemingly moves, because the old location is opened to 
light and a new contiguous location becomes closed to it. So 
truly speaking, shadow has no motion. Motion belongs to 
the screen or the light, and this superimposes a seeming motion 
on the shadow which is nothing but absence of light. Now 
since motion cannot be predicated of shadow the conclusion, 
‘shadow is a substance’, does not follow. 


This illustration of Vatsyayana practically covers one type 
of ‘asiddha’ which is technically called 'svarūpāsiddha”. 
Uddyotakara calls it *prajiiāpnīyadharmasamāna”. *Prajūā- 
panīyadharma” is the probandum, and the probans has the 
same status with the probandum, for the probans also is not 
established and so remains to be proved as a predicate predicable 
of the minor term. Vācaspati calls it ‘svayamasiddha’, i.e., the 
‘hetu’ itself is unestablished in relation to the *paksa'. 


The minor premise may be questioned in another way. 
Suppose ‘A is B' is the minor premise and suppose there is 
nothing in the world which stands for ‘A’. In that case ‘B’ 
cannot be predicated of ‘A’ that exists nowhere. This is called 
‘aSrayasiddha’, for the *asraya' or the locus of the probans, i.e., 
the ‘paksa’, is unestablished as a fact, event or object. Here the 
falsity of the predication arises from the very impossibility of 
the subject as an existent. The probans is unestablished as a 
probans, because it cannot be related to a non-existent subject. 
A correct ‘hetu’ must have ‘paksadharmata’, i.e. must be truly 
predicated of the subject. If the'subject is mon exen pieni 
cation is impossible. Sc the ‘hetu’ is ‘asiddha due to the 
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*asiddhi' (unestablishedness) of the ‘paksa’ itself. In *svarūpāsi- 
ddhi’ both the ‘paksa’ and the *hetu” are by themselves estab- 
lished objects of the world, but the relation between the two 
is unestablished. In āšrayāsiddhi” the *paksa” is unestablished 
as a real. So the ‘hetu’, despite its own objective reality, cannot 
be predicated of the ‘paksa’ and thus forfeits its logical 
character. The stock example of asraydsiddhi’ is :—‘the sky- 


lotus is fragrant, because it has lotusness (gaganāravindam 
surabhi aravindatvāt). 


In the concluding portion of ‘asiddha’ Gangcša gives the 
impression that he is not satisfied with the above illustration 
of*āšrayāsiddha”. He raises the problem with a pointed ques- 
tion—“nanu āšrayāprasiddhyā katham āšrayāsiddhih udbhā- 
vyā ?' (A.C.G. p. 1861). The question is related to the 
Nyāya-concept of negation. The apprehension of negation as 
a real requires that the negatable counter-correlate (pratiyogin) 
should also be a real object of the world. . Hence the negation 
of a fiction is itself a fiction. This necessity of the objective 
pre-establishedness of the negatum to make negation possible 
at all has been firmly stressed by Udayana in Nyāyakusu- 
manjali (II1/2-3, p. 13-15). Udayana states :—*How do you then 
negate the rabbit-horn? Not in any way. In this negation 
the rabbit-horn cannot figure as a negatable counter-correlate. 
Negation must be a fact-based reality. There is no reality of 
a negation of which the negatable counter-correlate is itself 
unreal ... Then what should be done about the proposition — 
"the rabbit-horn does not exist ? . Take it as :—‘there is 
absence of horn in the rabbit” 


e 


Gangeša poses the problem with this Nyāya position in 
his view. The sky-lotus appearing as the minor term is a - 
fiction. The valid proposition contradicting the minor premise 
is supposed to be,—‘lotusness does not exist in a sky-lotus”. 
Now if sky-lotus isa fiction, ‘the existence in a sky-lotus’ is 
also a fiction. Then the negation of such an existence is too 
a fiction on account of the fictive character of the negatum. 
Hence it follows that the proposition,—'*lotusness does not 
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exist in a sky-lotus”, is neither valid nor invalid, It is thus 
a pseudo-proposition having no truth-value, A fiction is 
beyond the pale of truth-value, so, how does this so-called 
contradictory proposition determine the falsity of the minor 
premise. 


Gangeša first suggests that it is not a case of fallacy, but 
that of the ‘nigrahasthana’ (a point of defeat), called tapār- 
thaka”. The subject, being a fiction, loses its syntactical 
efficiency in the structure of the so-called minor premise 
(vyomakamalam iti nišcitānanvayatvena apārthakam). Then he 
goes on to suggest,—"āšraya-višesaņāsiddhyā ca asrayasiddhih 
asamkīrņā—(A.C.G, p. 1861). 

The deeper intention of Gangeša's observation has been 
unfolded thus by Mathurānātha in his direct commentary on 
Tattvacintāmaņi :—If the sky-lotus is a reality, there is no ques- 
tion of ‘agrayasiddhi’. Again if it is a fiction, then too the 
question of logical fallacy does not arise, because a *hetvā- 
bhasa’ must have some truth-value (siddhyasiddhivyāghāta- 
dilema). Caught in this dilema Gange$a has relegated this 
illustration to the realm of ‘aparthaka nigrahasthàna'. Gangeša 
is correct only when ‘sky-lotus’ in its totality in counted as the 
*paksa', for it is then a pure fiction. But when the lotus itself, 
which is a real, is accepted as the ‘paksa’, and “belonging to 
the sky" appears as its adjective, then the fallacy of *āšrayāsi- 
ddhi’ is definitely there. Then the negation of sky-lotus would 
mean, :—the adjective, ‘belonging to the sky’, does not belong 
to the lotus (kamale gaganiyatvabhava, i.e, negation of “be- 
longing to the sky" in the lotus) Such an adjective is not 
factually established in relation to the *paksa” ‘lotus’. Thus 
the fallacy is constituted by the unestablishedness of the adjec- 
tive in relation to the ‘paksa’, and not of the ‘paksa’ itself. 


Mathurānātha observes :— MEE 
[idam tu asato vyomakamalasya paksatatatparyadasayam 
uktam/ yadā tu gaganiyatvena prasiddhakamalameva 


: à -vi ābhāvarūpā āšrayāsiddhireva— 
paksah tadā paksa-višesaņā E EO a: 
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This is in accordance with Udayana himself :—“tatha ca 
aprasiddha-visesapah paksa iti asrayasiddhiriti sa eva dosah"— 
(Nk III 3 p. 15) Following this tradition established by 
Udayana the new school gives a logically refined definition of 
‘agrayasiddhi’ :—‘‘Pakse paksatavacchedakasya abhavah"—Vis- 
vanātha in Muktāvalī). In the *paksa' ‘lotus’, supposedly 
attended by the adjective “pertaining to the sky”, there is no 
limiting property of 'paksatā” such as—"'(skyeiness-gualifying- 
lotus)ness" which is a fictive construction. A more clear 
example of ‘agrayasiddhi’ is :—*the golden mountain has fire, 
because it has smoke". 


Section—II 
VYAPYATVASIDDHI 


We may question the minor premise still in another way. 
The minor premise reveals the ‘paksadharmata’-characteristic 
of the ‘hetu’. Now by definition a ‘hetu’ is that which is 
pervaded by the ‘sadhya’. This relation of pervasion is violated 
if the probans is found existing anywhere without the proban- 
dum. In that case the probans loses its fundamental character 
as a ‘hetu’. When such a ‘hetu’ is predicated of the ‘paksa’ 
the predication by itself may not be false ; yet the relation of 
predication between the ‘paksa’ and a real or correct hetu is 
still wanting, since the assumed ‘hetu’, though standing for a 
real object, is not a ‘hetu’ as it shouid logically be. This is 
called a case of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’. Hence Vi$vanatha in his 
vrtti on Ns. 1/2/8 explains the matter in this way :— 

[*heturiti padam hi atra pūraņīyam/hetupadam hi 
gamakahetoh vyáptivisis(apaksadharmasya vacakam]/ 
vyāptivišistapaksadharma ityeva và  pürapiyam/ 
tathā ca tasya kincīdamšasādhyatvenaiva sādhyasa- 
matvam"] 


—A ‘hetu’ to be a ‘hetu’, it is not enough that it is truly 
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predicated of the ‘paksa’, A ‘hetu’ to be worth its name must 
be a ‘gamaka hetu’, i.e., its knowledge must lead to the know- 
ledge of the ‘sadhya’. So it should be such a predicative 
property in relation to the *paksa” as is qualified by the relation 
of *vyápti" between itself and the 'sadhya' (vyāptivišistapaksa- 
dharmah hetuh). If this qualification is absent the character of 
a correct ‘hetu’ is lost, and this unestablished character (asidd- 
havyāpyatva) makes it unestablished as a *hetu' in relation to 
the *paksa” also (vyāpyatvāsiddha). In short, the predicate 
of the minor premise remains to be established as being 
pervaded by the ‘sadhya’. So the probans as a probans 
remains to be established as much as the probandum. 


The question at once arises :—If *vyāpyatva” or pervasi- 
bility of the probans is not established, it means the violation 
of the universal major, and so ‘vyapyatvasiddha’ turns out 
really to be a case of *savyabhicāra”. Then what is the point in 
recognising ‘savyabhicara’ and ‘vyapyatvasiddha’ as two separate 
fallacies ? Hence in order to distinguish between the two, the 
concept of *upadhi' (condition) is introduced to emphasise the 
specific character of ‘vyapyatvasiddha’. ‘Vyapyatvasiddha’ 
thus comes to be defined as ‘sopadhikah hetuh'. ‘Vyapti’ is 
considered to be an unconditional relation (nirupadhika sam- 
bandha ) between the probans ahd the probandum. ‘Upadhi’ 
means a conditioning qualification. Gangeša and his commen- 
tators have a long chapter on the nature of ‘upadhi’. To 
enter into this long discussion would mean for us an imper- 
missible digression. We shall confine ourselves only to that 
much as is necessary to bring out the distinction between 

> *vyāpyatvāsiddha” and ‘savyabhicara’. 

The most popular example of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’ is,—'the 
mountain has smoke, because it has fire’. The implied _major 
premise is :—‘Whatever has fire has smoke’. This ‘vyäpti is 
considered violable, since the assumed probans ‘fire’ is not 
pervaded by the assumed probandum ‘smoke’, for fire is sme 
existing without smoke in a red-hot iron-ball. But this *vyāpti 
may be corrected with a slight modification. Let us state :— 
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‘whatever has fire contacted by wet fuel has smoke’. Here 
the previous ‘vyapti’ stands corrected by introducing the modi- 
fying condition, ‘contact with wet fuel’ (ardrendhanasamyoga), 
as a qualification of the original probans ‘fire’. The original 
- vyüpti' is defective, because it ignores the condition that 
should have been attached to the probans. So the original 
*vyapti' is conditional in the sense that a necessary qualifying 
condition of the probans has been ignored and left out. The 
moment this condition is introduced into the body of the 
probans no condition is left out, and the 'vyapti' becomes 
unconditionally valid. In this rectified form of ‘vyapti’ the 
probans is not simple ‘fire’, but ‘fire having contact with wet 
fuel’ (ārdrendhanasamyuktavahni). A conditional ‘hetu’ thus 
comes to be that of which a necessary conditioning qualification 
is unnoticingly (or deliberately) left out. 

An 'upàdhi' or condition is technically defined by older 
logicians as *sādhanāvyāpakatve sati sadhyàvyápakah'—(Nk. 
Ch. III, p. 30 Chow. ed. 1912). A 'sādhya” by definition is 
assumed as the pervader of ‘hetu. Hence by the law of 
transitive predication (transitive pervasion) the pervader of 
"sádhya' must be the pervader of ‘hetu’ :—'vyüpakasya vyā- 
pakah vyāpyasyāpi vyāpakaļ”. According to the law of tran- 
sitivity or transitive predication, if A is B and B is C, then 
A isC. The same law in Indian logic is stated as the law of 
transitive pervasion :—if A is pervaded by B and B is pervaded 
by C, then A is pervaded by C. Hence that which pervades 
the ‘sidhya’ must also pervade the ‘hetu’ (sidhana). Now 
if it is seen that a term pervades the assumed ‘sadhya’, but 
does not pervade the assumed ‘sadhana’, it violates the law of. 
transitive pervasion and goes to prove that our original assump- 
tion of the 'vyapti' between the assumed probans and the 
assumed probandum must be wrong. In other words the 
assumed 'sádhya' is not really the *sādhya” (pervader-proban- 
dum), and the assumed ‘sadhana’ is not really the ‘sadhana’ 
(pervaded probans). This is evident in the false syllogism :— 
"the mountain has smoke, because it has fire’. The condition 
‘contact with wet fuel’ pervades the assumed probandum 
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‘smoke’, but not the assumed probans ‘fire’. It can be truly 
stated :—"wherever there is smoke there is contact of wet fuel 
(with fire. But it will not be true to state :—‘wherever there 
is fire there is contact with wet fuel' because in red-hot iron 
there is fire without any contact with wet fuel. 


. Now we see that 'árdrendhanasamyoga', which is the 
*vyāpaka" of the assumed ‘vyapaka’-probandum *dhüma', is not 
the ‘vyapaka’ of the assumed ‘vyapya’-probans *vahni'. Let ‘A’ 
stand for the assumed probans ‘fire’, *B' for the assumed pro- 
bandum ‘smoke’ and C for the condition (upadhi), ‘contact with 
wet fuel’. The law of transitivity demands :—if A is B and B is 
C, then A is C. But we find that B is C, but A is not-C. Then 
it must follow by implication that A is not-B. The law of 
transitivity is violated and so the general proposition, ‘A is B’, 
which assumes the probans-probandum relation between *A” 
and ‘B’, must be false. Thus an 'upadhi' or condition, being 
noticed, leads to the inference that the major premise of the 
proposed syllogism is false. Hence ViSvanatha remarks :— 
*vyabhicārasyānumānam upādhestu prayojanam’—(Karikavali, 
140). An 'upadhi implies that the falsity of the *vyāpti' is 
inferable. We infer that *A is B' is false, since B is C and A 
is not-C. In our concrete case of false syllogism we may apply 
the inference in this way :—vahnih na dhūmavyāpyah, dhūma- 
vyāpakārdrendhanasamyogāvyāpyatvāt :—Fire is not pervaded 
by smoke, because fire is not pervaded by *contact with wet 
fuei”, which is the pervader of smoke. 


Udayana in his Nyāyakusumāiijali, after giving this technical 
definition of *upādhi', proceeds to explain the term in 
accordance with the meaning which is generally accepted in 
Vedānta philosophy. Udayana explains the term ‘upadhi’ as a 
‘yogariidha’ word, i.e. a word in which the derivative . 
meaning sacrifices a part of its dimension in order to get itself 
restricted to the conventional meaning. Derivatively the word 
means an object that stands near. According to the Vedāntic 
convention it does not mean any object standing near. It 
means an object which, by standing near, falsely or 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


150 CONCEPT OF LOGICAL FALLACIES 


seemingly transfers some of its properties to another object. 
When a red flower is placed beside a white glassy crystal, 
the crystal also looks red. The red flower appears as 
transferring its redness to the crystal. Thus the red flower is 
an ‘upadhi’ in relation to the crystal. Udayana introduces 
this analogy to explain the Nyaya-concept of ‘upadhi’ :— 


[*taddharmabhütà vyàptih javakusumaraktateva 
sphatike sadhanabhimate cakāsti iti upadhih asau 
ucyate"—(Nk. Ch. HI Chow. ed. p. 30)]. 


Smoke is pervaded by contact of wet fuel (with fire). This 
pervasive character of ‘ardrendhanasamyoga’ in relation to 
smoke is falsely transferred to smoke itself in relation to fire. 
Thus in the false generalisation, ‘wherever there is fire there is 
smoke’, on account of the 'upadhi', smoke falsely appears as 
the pervader of fire. 


This seems to be a very cumbrous and far-fetched way of 
interpretation. It is better to take *upàdhi' as a purely tech- 
nical term without searching for the derivative meaning or the 
Veādntic analogy. Now we come to the original question. 
If ‘vyapyatvasiddha’ points to *vyabhicāra” what is the need 
of recognising it as a fallacy separate from ‘savyabhicara’ ? 
Or, why should *upādhi' by itself should not constitute an 
independent ‘hetvabhasa’ separate from both ‘asiddha’ and 
*savyabhicara' ? It will be convenient to begin with the second 
question. An ‘upadhi’ by itself does not constitute a 
fault. But it only leads to the inference of the fault of 
"Vyabhicāra". The detection of ‘upadhi’ leads to the detection 
of the falsity of *vyāpti'. To vitiate an inference tupādhi”, 
‘looks unto another's face’, the face of ‘vyabhicara’. We 
remember the general definition of *hetvābhāsa” :—A *hetvāb- 
hasa’ is that the valid knowlepge of which inhibits or contra- 
dicts the inferential conclusion or the immediate cause of the 
conclusion i.e., *parāmarša”, The knowledge of *vyabhicāra” 
directly contradicts *parāmarša” and indirectly the inference. 
But *upádhi' in itself does not stand in contradiction either to 
"parāmarša” or to inference. Let *C' stand for ‘upadhi’, ‘B’ for 
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the probandum and *A” for the probans. The knowledge of 
*vyabhicāra", i.e., ‘A is not-B', may depend on the detection of 
‘upadhi’, i.e., “B is C” and ‘A is not-C'. But this detection of 
‘upadhi’ is itself not the contradiction of ‘A is B’. The con- 
tradiction, i.e., ‘A is not-B',is only deduced from *upadhr 
noticing the violation of the law of transitivity. This argument 
has been summarised by Gamngeéa in the following obser- 
vation :— 
[*na caivam upajivyatvena upādhih hetvābhāsānta- 
ram, upajīvyatve'pi svatah adüsakatvena tadartham 
paramukhavīksakatvāt, na hi sidhyavyapakavyapyat- 
vam anumitivirodhi, kintu vyabhicāronnayanena”” 
—A.C.G. pp. 1866-1867). 


According to some an ‘upadhi’ indirectly vitiates an infe- 
rence by raising the possibility of a ‘satpratipaksa hetvabhasa’. 
Višvanātha remarks :—‘kecit tu  satpratipaksotthapanam 
upādhiphalam—(Muktāvalī on Kārikāvalī, 140). Suppose 
somebody wants to infer that red-hot iron also has smoke. He 
places the syllogism :— 

Whatever has fire has smoke, as for instance, the cookshed : 

Red-hot iron has fire ; 

Red-hot iron has smoke. 


The opponent may at once place a counter-syllogism :— 
Wherever there is no contact of wet fuel (with fire) there 
is no smoke, e.g., the lake ; 
Red-hot iron has no contact of wet fuel (with fire) 

Red-hot iron has no smoke. 


Thus red-hot iron, which is supposed to furnish the instance 
of ‘vyabhicira’, may itself be posed as the minor term in 
relation to which the presence of smoke is. inferred on the 
strength of one's faith in the generalisation, *whatever has 
But on the detection of ‘upadhi’ the opponent 
fixes his faith in the following generalisation—' Wherever 
there is smoke there is contact of wet fuel (with fire). By 
the law of transposition he has also equal faith in the trans- 


fire has smoke”. 
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positive negative generalisation :—‘wherever there is no contact 
of wet fuel (with fire) there is no smoke’, and on the strength 
ofthis he proceeds to the conclusion that red-hot iron has no 
smoke. Thus when, that which is supposed to constitute an 
instance of ‘vyabhicira’ (red-hot iron) is itself proposed as the 
*paksa' by the first debater and fire's contact with wet fuel 
is taken as a pervasive condition for smoke by the opponent, 
it is difficult to arrive at a decision. This shows that ‘upadhi’ 
in itself does not constitute a fallacy, but furnishes the ground 
for inferring the fallacy of ‘vyabhicara’ or "satpratipakga”. 

Now let us come to the first guestion as to the necessity 
of distinction betweeh *savyabhicāra” and ‘vyapyatvasiddha’. 
‘Savyabhicara’ cannot be brought within the fold of ‘vyapya- 
tvāsiddha.” The knowledge of ‘upadhi’ leads to the knowledge 
of *vyabhicāra,” but the knowledge of *vyabhicāra” does not 
necessarily depend on the knowledge of ‘upadhi’. In the 
case of the false generalisation, ‘whatever has fire has smoke’, 
to know the *vyabhicāra” I need not go upto the knowledge 
of ‘ardrendhanasamyoga.’ It is enough for me if I can detect 
one instance, i.c., red-hot iron, in which fire exists without 
smoke. Thus in the syllogism :—'It is a pitcher, because it 
is knowable’, I can easily detect countless instances of ‘vyabhi- 
cara’ in the ‘vyapti,—‘whatever is knowable is a pitcher’, 
without waiting for the detection of any ‘upadhi’. For this 
Very reason we must admit a distinction between *vyabhicara* 
and 'vyapyatvasiddhi'. We call a ‘hetu ‘vyapyatvasiddha’ 
when it is predicated of a minor term with its essential charac- 
teristic of pervasibility by the probandum (sādhyavyāpyatva) 
being subjected to violation by knowledge or suspicion 
of an *upādhi'. We reserve the term ‘vyabhicara’ for those 
cases where the knowledge of violation of “vyapti’ does not 
depend on the knowledge of *upadhi'. But anyway the reason 
is not clear as to why *vyāpyatvāsiddha” should not be brought 
within the fold of 'savyabhicara'. The difference between 
"«savyabhicāra” and ‘vyapyatvasiddha’ finally boils down to 
to the difference between a direct ‘vyabhicara and an inferred 
‘vyabhicara’. So it is quite natural to doubt if ‘vyapyatva- 
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siddha’ in the sense of 'sopüdhikahetu' deserves to be placed 
outside the class of ‘savyabhicara’. 


It is significant that as regards the concept of “‘vyapyatva- 
siddha’ the newer logicians under the leadership of Raghunatha 
do not put much emphasis on 'sopüdhikahetu', but on such 
types as "sādhyāprasiddhi", 'sadhanaprasiddhi' etc. An instance 
of *sādhyāprasiddhi' is provided by the following :—‘the moun- 
tain has golden fire, because it has smoke’, A golden fire is 
non-existent (‘aprasiddha’, not established asa real). So there 
is no possibility of a ‘hetu’ being pervaded by a non-existent 
*sadhya'. 

We find an instance of *sādhanāprasiddhi” in the syllogism:— 
‘the mountain has fire, because it has golden smoke’. The 
‘hetu’, ‘golden smoke’, is unreal and so there is no sense in 
Saying that an unreal ‘hetu’ is pervaded by a *sadhya'. Both 
are instances of 'vyüpyatvasiddhi' in the sense that it is 
senseless to hold that a ‘hetu’ is pervaded by a non-existent 
'sádhya' or that a non-existent ‘hetu’ is pervaded by a *sādhya". 
The term ‘vyabhicara’ is then reserved for a falsely assumed 
universal relation between two factually established terms. 


A controversial example of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’ is :—‘The 
mountain has fire, because it has blue smoke' (parvato'yam 
vahnimān nīladhūmāt). The syllogism is considered defective on 
account of the irrelevant adjective (vyarthavisesana), ‘blueness’, 

eing attached to the ‘hetu’. We have seen before that, a heavy 
property (gurudharma) should not be accepted as a limiting 
property (avacchedakadharma), when a lighter property (laghu- 
dharma) is sufficient for the purpose. Though smoke is blue its 
‘character of being a ‘hetu’ as being pervaded by fire is smokeness, 
but not ‘(blue-smoke)-ness’. Smoke is pervaded by fire, not 
because it is blue smoke, but because it is simply smoke. Thus 
(blue-smoke)-ness should not be considered as the limiting pro- 
perty of *hetutā” (hetutāvacchedakadharma), when the lighter 
property ‘smoke-ness’ suffices for the limitation. pee 
turns out to be a heavier property involving the irrelevan 
adjective (blue-ness) in comprrison with the lighter property 
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*dhümatva', which can effectively limit ‘hetuta’ to ‘dhiima’ alone. 
The syllogism is an instance of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’, for what is 
sufficient for ‘vyapyatva’ is smokeness, not the more-than- 
sufficient ‘(blue-smoke)-ness’. 


Raghunātha and his followers do not agree that this burden 
of a redundant adjective constitutes a case of ‘vyapyatvasiddhi’. 
The point to be considered is whether blue smoke is pervaded 
by fire or not. There is nothing logically and factually wrong 
in the generalisation, *wherever there is blue smoke there is 
fire’, just as there is nothing wrong in the proposition, ‘All 
Asiatic men are mortal’. If it is considered wrong, then ‘all 
men are mortal' is also a wrong proposition. We should have 
said only,—'all animals are mortal’. Men are a section of 
animals. If we predicate mortality of human animals we are 
simply showing indulgence to a redundant adjective. But 
logicians do not agree. Then why should we raise objection 


against ‘all Asiatic men are mortal’ or ‘all blue smokes have 
fire’. 


Raghunatha poses the problem with this introduction :— 
[“Yat tu hetutāvacchedakasya vyāpyatānavacche- 
dakatvamapi vyāpyatvāsiddhi...... AG, 

(A. C. G. p. 1855)] 


Raghunatha understands the elders’ view in this way :— 
*Niladhümatva' may be ‘hetutavacchedaka’, but not ‘vyapya- 
tāvacchedaka”. Blue smoke as a probans may appear all right, 
because the relation of pervasion is there. So ‘(blue-smoke)- 
ness’ may be the *hetutāvacchedaka” dharma. Yet unqualified , 
smokeness is enough for establishing the probandum. The 
irrelevant adjective ‘blue’ does not add any purposeful quali- 
fication so far as the relation between smoke and fire is 
concerned. Blueness is not at all a determining factor for 
smoke being pervasible by fire. So *(blue-smoke)-ness' should 
not be considered as the ‘vyapyatavacchedakadharma’. But 
Raghunātha himself does not seem to be in favour of any dis- 
tinction between *hetutāvacchedaka” and ‘vyapyatavacchedaka’.. 
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A ‘hetu’ by definition must be ‘vyapya’. An object or term 
by itself is neither a ‘hetu’ nor a *not-hetu'. It becomes a *hetu' 
when the logical character of *hetutà' is conceptually imposed 
on it. A fundamental logical character of ‘hetu’ is ‘vyapyatva’ 
or pervasibility. So the distinction between *hetutàvacchedaka' 
and *vyāpyatāvacchedaka" is uncalled for. That this is the 
opinion of Raghunātha may be deduced from the following 
remark of Višvanātha in his Muktāvali :— 


[“niladhiimad ityādau gurutayā nīladhūmatvasya 
hetutānavaccliedakatvamapi vyapyatvasiddhih ityapi 
vadanti—under Kārikā :—71] 


Višvanātha explains that ‘niladhiimatva’ being a heavy 
property should not be accepted as ‘hetutavacchedaka’. In 
this interpretation of the elders’ view Vi$vanàtha takes hetutā- 
vacchedaka' to be the same as *vyāpyatāvacchedaka', We 
need not here concern ourselves further with the problem 
whether there should be any distinction between ‘hetutavacche- 
daka’ and -'vyapyatavacchedaka' Anyway the elders detect 
*vyapyatvasiddhi' in the argument :—‘parvato vahnimàn nila- 
dhümat. 


Raghunātha counters the view that a heavy property should 
not be accepted as an ‘avacchedakadharma’. The essential 
logical requirement of an *avacchedakadharma” is ‘anatirikta- 
vrititva”, irrespective of the consideration whether it is a heavier 
or lighter property. A limiting property should not ioscan 
beyond the locus of the limitable property. ‘Niladhima’ is 
perfectly pervaded by fire. *Niladhümatva' or "(blue-smoke)- 
, Dess" does not exist beyond ‘niladhiima’ which is here the locus 
of the limitable property, ‘vyapyata’ or petvasib uty So as a 
limiting property *nīladhūmatva” is "anatiriktāvrti!. Hence 
"nīladhūmatva” as the 'vyüpyatàvacchedakadharma? does not 
deserve any logical objection. If somebody still insists that jā 
‘avacchedakadharma’ must be a lighter proper! ty he will moš < 
able to account for the validity of the following inference :— 


‘it is an animal, because it has limbs like dewlap etc. (ayam 


pašuļ sāsnādimatah”. Here the ‘hetu’ is ‘sasnadimat’ (having 
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limbs like dewlap etc.) and the  *hetutavacchedaka' or 
‘vyapyatavacchedaka dharma” is ‘sasnadi’ (dewlap etc.). It is 
a heavier property in comparison with ‘gotva’ or cow-ness. 
The elders should have said that the proper syllogism should be 
‘ayam pasuh goh’ (It is an animal, because it is a cow). But 
the elders do not question the argument—‘ayam pasuh sāsnā- 
dimatah’, though ‘gotva’ is definitely a lighter property than 
"sāsnādi'. Thus they are not consistent in their view 
that a heavy property should not be accepted as an ‘avacche- 
dakadharma’. So Raghunātha does not take the argument 
*parvato vahnimān nīladhūmāt” as an instance of ‘vyapyatva- 
siddhi’. 


Some take it to be an instance of the ‘nigrahasthana’, called 
‘adhika’. A ‘nigrahasthina’ is not a fallacy of the middle term, 
but is a point of discomifiture in debate due to certain other 
weaknesses. Here the weakness lies in taking more than is 
necessary into the body of the ‘hetu’. In this sense taking more 
than necessary amounts to talking irrelevant. The Nyāyasūtra 
runs :— 

*hetüdaharapadhikam adhikam"—(Ns. 5/2/13) 


Raghunātha, however, takes it to be a separate *nigraha- 
sthana', not expressly mentioned by Gautama, but sought to be 
collected by the force of the particle ‘ca’ in the last Nyàya- 
Sūtra—"hetvābhāsāsca yathoktah’. J agadīša in his commentary 
on Dīdhiti at the end of ‘asiddhi’ remarks :— 


[‘‘hetvadhikam iti sūtradrstyā hetudvayādiprayoga- 
sthale eva adhikasya nigrahasthānatvopagamāt” 
—A. C. J. p. 1194]. 


It is evident from Jagadīša's remark that Raghunātha 
likes to reserve "adhika-nigrahasthána' for the instances where 
One "hetu" etc. being sufficient, more than one is proposed. 
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CHAPTER—VI 
BĀDHA 
(Absolute direct contradiction of the conclusion) 


Section—i 


THE NYAYA VIEW IN GENERAL 


"Bādhita hetvabhasa’ is otherwise called *atītakāla” or 
‘kalatita’ in the Nyāyasūtras. In the enumerative sūtra (1/2/4) 
it has been called *atītakāla” while in the special definition 
it has been termed ‘kalatita’. The definition is—*'kālātyayā- 
padistah kālātītah”*—(1/2/9). Vācaspati remarks :—*'kālātīta 
iti laksyanirdesah' (definiendum), kālātyayāpadista iti laksa- 
ņam (definiens)”. 


It is generally accepted that the probans is posed to 
establish the probandum at the time which is marked by the 
existence of doubt about the existence of the probandum. If 
there is no such doubt the poser of the probans is useless, 
since there is nothing to be established. The sense of this 
uselessness may emerge in two opposite contexts,—(1) when 
the probandum is already accepted as established (siddha- 
sadhana) and (2) when it is universally accepted that the 
probandum cannot be predicated of the minor term (badha). 
Suppose somebody argues :—‘fire is not-hot, because it is 
„created (vahnih anusņah krtakatvāt). Here the employment 
of the probans is fruitless, because the proposition to be estab- 
lished (fire is not-hot) is immediately contradicted by the 
universally accepted valid knowledge that fire is hot. There 
is no scope of doubt whether ‘(not-hot) ness’ can or cannot 
be predicated of fire. The probans becomes fruitless, because 
its employment has crossed the time-limit of doubt which 
determines the fruitfulness of an inference. This literal 
meaning of the term 'kālātyayāpadista” or ‘kalatita’ has 
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been quite clearly brought out by Vacaspati in the following 
words :— 


[*hetorapadešasya hi sadhyasandehavisistah kalah/ 
yathahuh : nanupalabdhe na nirņīte nyayah pravartate, 
api tu sandigdhe"—Tpt, Mithila ed. p. 666] 


—An argument does not proceed in respect of a matter 
that is completely unknown or definitely known, but only in 
respect of that which is held under doubt. When the contra- 
dictory of the proposition to be established has already been 
accepted as an established fact, the placing of probans becomes 
fruitless, because the time and scope of doubt are already past. 
"The probans cannot lead to the desired conclusion. 


It is clear that this definition of *bādhita” given in the 
Nyāyasūtras and accepted by the older school oversteps into 
the fault of *sidhasadhanata'. The term *kālātyayāpadista”, 
taken literally, over-extends to ‘siddhasaidhana’, because in 
this case also the proposition being alreadv established, the 
proper time for employing the probans has passed. 


This consideration has prompted the new school to look 
for a new definition, and the name of the fallacy too has been 
suitably changed from *kālātyayāpadista” to ‘badhita’ (directly 
contradicted or inhibited). ‘Badha’ may be defined as the direct 
inhibition of such an inferential conclusion as of which the 
contradictory is undoubtedly accepted as pre-established in 
knowledge. This pre-establishedness of the contradictory of the 
establishable proposition means that the capacity of the probans 
to establish the intended probandum in relation to the minor 
term is also contradicted or inhibited. So such an incapacitated 


probans is itself called *bādhita”. Raghunātha defines ‘badha’ 
as :— 


mine 


[*pakse sádhyavattajfianasya sāksād virodhi pratyekameva 
badhah” —A.C.G. p. 1885] 


The meaning of this definition has already been explained : 
above. That this contradictory knowledge must be definitive 


knowledge has been. emphatically stated by Raghunātha :— 
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"tannišcayašca virodhiniscayatvena...... virodhi'—The contra- 


dictory character of knowledge is grounded ln its definitiveness 
—(Ibid. p.. 1885). 


Due to the peculiar syntax of Sanskrit the central concept 
of this definition may take different forms such as :— 


[sādhyābhāvavān sādhyavadanyah và paksah, paksāvrtti 
sādhyam, pakse sādhyābhāvah, paksanisthasādhyābhāvava- 
ttvam, and so on—Ibid] 


We get here the significance of the expression *pratye- 
kameva” in Raghunatha’s definition quoted before. These 
different forms of direct contradiction to inferential conclusion 
rest upon different concepts of substantive-adjective relation 
in the syntactical structure of a propositional statement. The 
common form is *sādhyābhāvavān paksah” in which the *paksa” 
appears as the subject and the negation of the ‘sadhya’ as the 
predicate. This corresponds to the propositional form, ‘A is 
not-C'. The same thing may be understood in the sense of 
exclusion. The ‘paksa’ is excluded from the class of those 
particulars that have the 'sadhya', or, the ‘pakga’ is different 
from that which has the *sādhya'. In this sense ‘A is not-C’ is 
equivalent to ‘A is not-(that has C). Here ‘not’ means 
different’ or ‘excluded from’. In both these forms the minor 
term figures as the subject and the negation of the major term 
as the predicate. Again the same proposition ‘A is not-C’ may 
be turned into its equivalent ‘Cis absent-in-A’ (paksavrtti 
sādhyam) in which the major term is turned into the substan- 
tive subject, and ‘A’ as the locus of the absence of ‘C’ is turned 

. into the predicative adjective. (C is that which is absent in A) 
is equivalent to (C is that which cannot to predicated of A). 


3 99 


Again this may be understood as the “negation of ‘sadhya 
existing in ‘paksa’ (pakse sadhyabhavah). In this form of 
understanding, which corresponds to the peculiar twist of syntax 
in Sanskrit, the negation of ‘sadhya’ becomes the substantive 
and ‘paksa’ the adjective. It is difficult to turn it directly into 
a predicative form of proposition. We cannot say :—‘paksa 
is predicated of ‘sadhyabhava’, i.e A is predicated of not-C, 
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because ‘A is not-C’ cannot be reduced to ‘not-C is A’. In 
Indian logic the concept of locativity is different from the con- 
cept of predication, and so these two concepts require two 
difierent structural forms of statement. When we say ‘pakse 
sadhyabhavah’ we mean :—**sādhyābhāva has for its locus the 
paksa” i.e., 'not-C' has ‘A’ for its locus. It is quite different 
from :—'A is predicated of not-C’, which is definitely wrong in 
this context. 


The same thing may be said in respect of the form *paksa- 
nistha-sādhyābhāvavattva”, which only expresses *pakse sādhyā- 
bhavah’ in a different manner. ‘Pakse sádhyabhàvah' is equi- 
valent to *paksanistha sādhyābhāvavattva”. But the two are 
are not strictly the same. When we say, *'the negation of 
‘sadhya’ exists in *paksga' ”, we mean by implication that “the 
character of possessing the negation of ‘sadhya’ belongs to the 
*paksa' ". As such the locative concept involved in *pakse 
sādhyābhāvah" may be reduced to the predicative concept 
*paksah sádhyabhavavàn' in which the character of having the 
negation of *sadhya' is predicated of the *paksa'. 


Grammatically, in the expression "paksanistha-sādhyābhāva- 
vattva' 'sādhyābhāvavattva” appears as the substantive. But 
we think, the logical reduction of this grammatical form is 
not :—"the character of having ‘sadhyabhiva’ belongs to 
"paksa" ", but is,—‘paksah sādhyābhāvavān. Why we do suggest 
this will be clear from the following consideration. When we 
say ‘A is not-C’ the substantive-subject character of ‘A’ and the 
predicative adjectival character of ‘not-C’ are clear enough. 
But when we say, ‘not-C is predicated of A’, ‘not-C’ appears as” 
the grammatical subject. This latter form of expression is not 
a proposition by itself. It is an interpretational statement of 
the proposition ‘A is not-C’. 


Hence we cannot say that ‘A is not-C" is logically equivalent 
to ‘not-C is predicated of A’. A predicative proposition is 
itself not the statement of predication. In a hierarchy of state- 
ments if the predicative preposition stands on the primary 


plane, the statement of predication must belong to higher 
CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta Saade higher... 


e 


CH-VI THE GENERAL VIEW OF BADHA 161 


or secondary plane. To borrow a Significant expression from 
Wittgenstein, a proposition only shows itself, “no proposition 
can say anything about itself” (Tractatus 3.332). On this con- 
sideration, we think, the expression *paksanistha-sādhyābhā- 
vavattva’ does not bring out "sādhyābhāvavattva” as tbe logical 
subject-substantive (višesya) of a propositional statement. To 
get the logical form we should bring it down to the primary 
plane of ‘paksah sadhyaibhavavan’. Even then it is not a 
proposition, but only a propositional form. To get the pro- 
position proper we are to translate it into concrete values such 
as “A is not-C’ or *hradah vahnyabhavavan’. 


Anyway, the different formal structures of ‘badha’, as shown 
by Raghunātha, may be reduced to two basic forms :—(1) the 
locative form, *pakse sadhyabhavah’, in which the negation of 
'sadhya' appears as the substantive, and (2) the propositional 
form, *paksah sādhyābhāvavān", clearly exhibiting the subject- 
predicate relational structure. The other forms shown by 
Raghunātha are only interpretational statements of these two 
basic forms. 


Even then Raghunātha himself seems to accept the locative 
structure as the more basic form of the ‘badha’-statement. So 
we find that Visvanātha in his Muktavali defines *bādha' as. 
“badhastu pakse sādhyābhāvādih” (under Kārikā 71). When 
*A is not-C' directly contradicts *A is C' we require the cons- 
tancy of the subject and the variation of the predicates. Thus. 
direct contradiction between two propositions is basically 
derived from the primary contradiction between the contradic- 
tory predicates ‘C’ and ‘not-C’. This specific concept of contra- 
diction is expressed by the dictum :—‘‘samane visesye tatpraka- 
rakam bodham prati tadabhavaprakarakah bodhah virodhitaya 
bādhakah”. Hence to emphasise the negative-terminal character 
of the contradictory predicate ‘not-C’, Raghunātha has accepted 
the locative form, ‘pakse sadhyabhavah’ in preference to the 
proper subject-predicate propositional form "paksah sādhyābhā- 
vavàn'. It is also significant that Višvanātha in his ggeinal 
Kārikā defines ‘badha’ in the propositional form taking ‘paksa’ 


11 
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as the substantive :—“sadhyasiinyo yatra paksastvasau badha 
udahrtah"—(karika 78). But in Muktāvalī, in which logical 
rigidity is more pronounced, he prefers the locative form, 
**badhastu pakse sādhyābhāvādih”. 


Section—II 
GANGESA’S OWN VIEW ON BADHA 


Gangeša raises an interesting problem regarding the content 
of contradictory knowledge in the case of *bādha,'-—whether 
the contradiction is constituted simply by the contradictory 
knowledge or by the knowledge of the validity of the contra- 
dictory knowledge. We roughly say that the knowledge, 
*the lake has fire’, is contradicted by the knowledge, ‘the lake 
has no fire’. But we admit that the knowledge of the con- 
tradictory proposition is perceptually guaranteed. That means 
that the capacity to contradict depends on the accepted sense 
of certitude to the effect that the contradictory knowledge is 
valid. The sense of cognitive certitude is derived from the 
certitude about the validity of the contradictory knowledge :— 
“pakse sādhyābhāvani$cayah sādhyābhāvajiiānapramātvanis- 
cayāt” —(A. C. G. p. 1882) 


The reason behind proceeding up to the point of knowing 
the validity of the contradictory proposition is explained by 
Gangeša in the following way :— 

According to the Nyāya view the sense of certainty about 
an object cannot be entertained in the pure knowledge of the 
object itself. Had it been so there would have been no necessity 
of the inferential knowledge of validity which ensures that the 
previous knowledge of the object is valid,—‘‘jfianamatrad artha- 
nišcaye prāmāņyagrahavaiyarthyam”—(Ibid.). This follows from 
the theory of ‘paratah pramagya'. The two propositions ‘A is 
C' and "A is not-C’ are contradictories. The simple contradic- 
tion does not tell us which one is true and which false. But the 
concept of ‘hetvabhasa’ except in the case of ‘satpratipaksa’, 
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requires the affirmation of validity to be fixed upon one of the 
contradictories. Otherwise mutual confrontation between two 
propositions would result in a deadlock as we find in ‘satpra- 
tipaksa'. Knowledge of pure contradiction on the purely logical 
plane means :—of the two contradictories each contradicts the 
other. But to fix a 'hetvābhāsa” we require something more 
than purely logical contradiction. We require to know for 
certain that ‘this’ one ‘supersedes’ ‘that’ one. Hence in ‘hetvab- 
hasa’ the sense of contradiction must be accentuated by the sense 
ofa definite particularised supersession. Supersession means 
that of the two contradictories one is stronger and the other 
weaker. The strength of the Stronger lies in its validity and the 
weakness of the weaker lies in its falsity. The knowledge that 
the lake has no fire undoubtedly stands in contradiction to the 
knowledge that the lake has fire. Yet the former cannot super- 
sede the latter until and unless it is assured that the former is 
valid. In the context of *hetvābhāsa' the term "certain knowledge 
should be reserved for such knowledge as involves the sense of 
certainty about an object as it is in the world of facts—“na hi 
bhramatvena jiiānād arthani$cayah"—(Gange$a, Ibid). This 
consideration covers all *hetvābhāsas” except 'satpratipaksa'. 


One may argue that for the sake of supersession it is enough 
that the superseding knowledge should be valid. It is not 
further necessary that the validity itself should figure as the 
object of knowledge. In other words it is enough to say that the 
valid proposition ‘the lake has no fire’ supersedes the false pro- 
position *the lake has fire'. It is not necessary to go as far as :— 
The proposition, (A is not-C) is valid’, supersedes the pro- 
"position ʻA is C”. In the latter concept of supersession the super- 
seding proposition is a second-tier proposition or a statement of 
validity of a statement. But the contradiction obtains between 
the two propositions, both belonging to the first tier on the 


same plane. 


Against this contention Gangega argues :— 
In that case when somebody falsely believes that the proposi- 
tion ‘the lake has no fire’ is false, he should not have the false 
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inference that the lake has fire. ‘A is not-C’ is a true proposi- 
tion. But somebody entertains the proposition, (A is not-C) 
is false’. Jn fact he then infers that ‘A is C’. This should not 
have been the case if the contender’s view were correct. In this 
view it is enough for supersession to know that there is a propo- 
sition such that ‘A is not-C’. It is not necessary to know. that 
‘A is not-C’ is valid. The knowledge of its validity or falsity 
should be then equally indifferent to the inference ‘A is C”. 
Hence despite the false knowledge that ‘A is not-C’ is false, the 
false inference ‘A is C’ should not have occurred, because 
the knowledge of the proposition ‘A is not-C’ is factually 
true. 


Again suppose ‘A is not-C' is a false proposition. But 
somebody falsely believes that the proposition is true. Then 
by entertaining the second-tier false proposition ‘(A is not-C) 
is valid’, the inference ‘A is C’ is inhibited. If the knowledge of 
validity had nothing to do with the supersession, this inhibition 
would not have been possible. Thus even when there is know- 
ledge of the true propositional form that the ‘sadhya’ does not 
exist in the ‘paksa’, the inferential form that ‘the ‘sadhya’ exists. 
in the *paksa', may occur to some one who falsely accepts the 
knowledge of *sādhyābhāvavān paksa' as false. And conver- 
sely, when the knowledge of ‘sadhyabhava’ is really false, 
the inference about the same 'sàdhya' may be inhibited in 
respect of a person who falsely accepts the knowledge of 
'sadhyabháva' as true. This shows that for the purpose 
of superseding a false inferential knowledge, the mere 
knowledge of the contradictory * proposition is not 
sufficient. What we require more is the knowledge that the 
knowledge of the contradictory proposition is valid. Hence 
the superseded and the superseding contradictories should 
belong to two different planes of the hierarchy of propositions. 
If *A is C' is a false proposition, the superseding proposition 
should not be simply the contradictory ‘A is not-C' belong- 
ing to the same logico-epistemic plane, but it should be 
the second-plane proposition—{(A is not-C) is validj. These. 


A 
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arguments have been pointedly placed by Gangeša in the 
following remark :— 
[*atha pakse sādhyābhāvapramaiva sadhyabhavahetuvisaya 
vyabhicarajiianatvena dosah, na tu tasyah pramatvajiia- 
namapi, iti cet, tarhi pramaya apramātvajīāāne bhrāntānu- 
mitih na syāt, na syāt ca pakse sādhyābhāvajīānapramāt- 
vabhramād anumitipratibandhah”— Ibid pp. 1882—1883] 


` 


Section—III 
RAGHUNATHA’S OWN VIEW ON BADHA 


Raghunatha, however, does not accept this position of 
Gangeša. He remarks :— 

[ *sádhyabhàavavatpaksadijfianapramátvam tu na bādhah/ 
tajjfiinasya paksadau sadhyabhavadeh anavagāhitve 
virodhivisayatvābhāvāt, avagāhitve tu tadvisayatvena — eva 
pratibandhakatvat pramātvanišcayasya anyatra pratibandha- 
katvakalpanacca’—Ibid. p. 1885 ] 

What Raghunātha means is this :— 

Supersession of the knowledge of the *sadhya' in the *paksa” 
must be based on the logical contradiction between the know- 
ledge of the *sādhya” and the knowledge of the *sādhyābhāva" 
in respect of the same minor term. When Gangeša says that 
the superseding contradictory knowledge should expressly 
involve the validity of the propositional knowledge itself as an 
object of knowledge, he clearly crosses the border of logical 
contradiction on which the supersession is definitely based. 
The two propositions ‘A is C' and ‘A is not-C’ are logical 
contradictories. But when we take two such propositions as 
(1) *A is C”, and (2) "(A is not-C) is true", we cross the 
normal bounds of contradiction. The knowledge of the first 
proposition takes for its object the positive relation Woo 
the subject ‘A’ and the predicate i But the uis E 
the second proposition takes for its object the relation e » t 
a completely different subject, namely, the proposition 


^ 
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not-C', and a completely different predicate, namely, ‘true’. 
Thus when both the subject and the predicate vary in the two 
propositions how can you take them as contradictories ? 
It violates the accepted specific law of contradiction to the 
effect that, in the case of direct contradiction between two 
propositions, a predicative term and the negation of this predi- 
cative term are respectively predicated of the same common 
subject belonging to the two propositions. 


There is no direct logical contradiction between the know- 
ledge that ‘A is C’ and the knowledge that :—[ the knowledge 
that (4 is not-C) is true]. When we say that the first knowledge 
is superseded by the second knowledge we take the concept of 
supersession from the logical plane to the epistemological 
plane. This supersession is an epistemic fact, but not a 
logical necessity. To bring down this epistemic supersession 
to the logical plane we require a long series of deduction :— 
[The super-knowledge that,—{the knowledge that ‘A is not-C’ 
is true}] involves as its object,—fthe knowledge that *A is not-C” 
is true), which again involves as its object the super-proposition 
that,—(‘A is not-C’ is true), which again has for its consti- 
tuent the primary proposition ‘A is not-C'. If you are to: 
finally come down to this logical plane in search of the direct 
contradiction, was it necessary for you to take the long flight 
of steps to ascend to the epistemic plane and then again to: 
descend to the logical plane by the same flight of steps ? 


The argument of Gaūgeša to the effect . that,—inhibitory 
Supersession requires an affirmation of Superior strength and 
this superior strength rests upon the knowledge of validity, 
is effectively countered by Raghunātha in this way :— 


3 


The superseding ability of the contradictory proposition’ 
may be sufficiently guaranteed by the condition that,—the 
knowledge of the proposition ‘A is not-C' is not to be atten- 
ded by the knowledge of its falsity. In other words, the 
contradictory knowledge should be objectively valid and it 
Should not suffer from an attending false knowledge 
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such that the contradictory knowledge is false. Raghunātha 
observes :— 


"sarvatra ni$cayasya hetutve pratibandhakatve ca bhr- 

amatvagrahah prayojakah"—(Ibid. p. 1885). 

This has been faithfully echoed by Višvanātha in Mukta- 
vali :—'*bhrmatvajfiananaskanditabàdhadibuddheh ^ pratiban- 
dhakatā'”—(under Kārikā 71). It should be noted that the 
absence of the knowledge of falsity is not the same as the 
positive knowledge of validity. 


Another objection against running up to the knowledge 
of validity in order to get the contradiction is the consequent 
heaviness (gurutva) of the the ‘avacchedaka dharma’ (limiting 
property) of 'virodhità' or contradictoriness. But we have 
seen before that according to Raghunātha the most essential 
character of an ‘avacchedaka dharma’ is ‘anatiriktavrttitva’, and 
not ‘laghutva’ or lightness. Sometimes a heavier property, 
if it does not violate the condition of ‘anatiriktavrttitva’, may 
be an ‘avacchedakadharma’ as in the syllogistic instance, 
‘ayam paguh sāsnādimatah”. Yet when a lighter property 
is sufficient a heavier property should not be entertained as a 
limiting property. A heavier property is accepted for limita- 
tion only in exceptional cases where it is logically necessary 
to accept it (the law of sufficiency). 


But here in the context of the fundamental concept of 
contradiction that we are considering, we have seen, following 
Raghunatha, that it is fruitless to run up to the knowledge of 
validity. Hence here the avoidable heaviness of a limiting 
property must be a logical fault. Let us take Gahgesa’s posi- 
tion :—contradictoriness is provided by the certain knowledge 
of—[the validity of (the knowledge in the structure of which the 
negation of the probandum is predicated of the minor term)]. 
In the first-tier knowledge, which figures as the object of the 
second-tier higher knowledge, the negation of the probandum 
is predicated of the minor term. Again in the inclusive higher 
knowledge, the validity is predicated of the included primary 
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knowledge. Thus the total comprehensive higher knowledge 
is :—‘‘the knowledge that—[the knowledge that (the lake has 
not-fire) is valid]". If this total complex of the comprehensive 
knowledge is conceived as the contradictory of the simple know- 
ledge, ‘the lake has fire’, then the 'pratibandhakatavacchedaka 
dharma’ of contradictoriness will be—“[{(hradavigesyakasadhya- 
bhāva)-prakārakajiāna(-visesyakapramātvaprakāraka]-nišcayat- 
va," ie. [the character of being such a certain knowledge 
as in which the validity is predicated of another subsumed 
knowledge in which the negation of the probandum is predi- 
cated of the minor term of the primary proposition]. Asa 
limiting property it is unweildy. This consideration of Raghu- 
nātha is pointedly and approvingly presented by Vi$vanàtha 
in Muktāvalī—evam — sadhyabhàvajiiane pramātvajitānamapi 
nā pratibandhakam, manabhavat, gauravacca’’—(under 
Kārikā 71.) 


Thus the objective validity of the contradictory knowledge 
accompanied by the objective absence of the knowledge of 
falsity of the superseding proposition (aprāmāņyagrahānāskan- 
dita-yatharthabādhabuddhi) is enough for the conception of 
"bādha" as a *hetvābhāsa”. 


Section—IV 


THE BUDDHIST OBJECTION AGAINST BADHA AS AN 
INDEPENDENT HETVABHASA 


The Buddhist objections against *bàdha' as a separate hetvà- 
bhàsa' have been most forcefully and elaborately presented in 
Dharmakīrti's Hetubindu and Arcata's commentary thereon. 
Those objections are restated for critical examination by Jayanta 
in his Nyāyamaiijarī under the "anumānasūtra” of Gautama. 
The most fundamental objection against ‘badha’ is concentrated 
in the following statement of Dharmakirti—“badhavinabhavayoh 
virodhat”—Hbp. Gkw. ed. p. 68). 
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This has been quoted and criticised by Jayanta. The mean- 
ing of Dharmakirti’s objection may be elaborated as 
follows :— 


‘Badha’ is the direct contradiction of an inferential conclu- 
sion by the pre-established knowledge that the negation of the 
probandum can be truly predicated of the minor term. If this 
contradiction is valid it unfailingly means that (provided the 
minor premise is not questioned) the major premise intended to 
show the universal relation between the probans and the proban- 
dum must be false, i.e., the major term cannot be truly predica- 
ted of the middle term in the superseded syllogism. Hence 
*bàdha' and ‘avinabhava’ (the universal relation between the 
major and the middle terms in the superseded syllogism) are 
incompatibles. Let us take the syllogism :—‘B is C” and ‘A is 
B’, therefore, ‘A is C’. Now let us suppose that the proposition 
*A is not-C' is validly pre-established in knowledge, and let us 
not question the minor premise *A is B'. Then the major premise 
“B is C” must be false. Provided the minor premise is unques- 
tioned, ‘A is not-C' and ‘B is C” must be incompatibles. Hence 
if ‘A is not-C' is true, ‘B is C’ must be false. The truth of this 
formal position is quite evident in the concrete application :— 
*vahnih anusnah krtakatvat’ (Fire is not-hot, because it is 
created). The expanded syllogism runs thus :— 


Whatever is created is not-hot. 

Fire is created. 

Therefore, fire is not-hot. 

We do not question the minor premise. The conclusion is 
validly contradicted by the pre-established valid knowledge that 
fire is hot. If that is-so, the major premise, *whatever is created 
is not-hot’, must be false. That means that the probandum ‘not- 
hot'cannot be unversally predicated of the probans *created 
object. The impossibility of this universal predication involved 
in the major premise constitutes the fallacy of ‘sayyabhicaral; 
Hence in the case of ‘badha’ the real fallacy is ‘savyabhicara ; 
provided the minor premise is not challenged. E *badhita 
hetu” should not be accepted as a separate ‘hetvabhasa’. In such 
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a case if the major premise is true the contradictory of the con- 
clusion must be false. If the contradictory is true the original 
major premise must be false. Thus, accepting the truth of the 
minor promise, the contradictory of the conclusion and the 
major premise (i.e. ‘A is not-C' and ‘B is C’) are mutually con- 
tradictories. This is meant by Dharmakirti’s remark—‘badha-- 
vinabhavayoh virodhat. Dharmakirti explains his position in 
this way :— 
[*tavinābhāvo hi satyeva sādhyadharme bhāvah hetoh, 
sa hetuh tallaksanah dharmiņi syat/atra ca sādhyadh- 
armah katham na bhavet? pratyaksānumāne hi sadhya- 
dharmam bādhamāne tam grīvāyām grhītvā dharmi- 
yah niskasayatah/tasmin ca satyeva hetuh bhavan tam 
tatraiva avasthapayati iti param vata bhāvānām 
asvāsthyam” Ibid. pp. 68-69. 


We have modified the printed text according to the reading 
presented by Arcata] 


Dharmakīrti's remark is charged with a fine sense of wit 
and humour. A more powerful perception or inference forcibly 
‘expels’ the assumed probandum from the minor term. Now if 
the major premiseis valid,the probans to be worth its salt must 
effectively assure the presence of the probandum along with 
itself, because it cannot logically afford to lose the company of 
the probandum. On the one hand the probandum is sought to 
be ‘expelled’ by a superior force, on the other it is ‘pushed in’ 
by the force of the probans. Sandwiched between these two 
confronting forces the poor probandam is in dire distress. This. 
only shows that in the case of ‘badha’ (if the minor premise is 
unquestionable) the major premise cannot be true. Thusa ` 
direct valid contradiction of the inferential conclusion implies 


the falsity of *vyapti', and as such the probans is incapacitated 
towards establishing the conclusion. 


Moreover, the *paksa' or the minor term, by definition, is. 
recognised as the subject in relation to which the predication 
of the probandum is not known to be contradicted by any 
"pramāņa" :—"abādhitadharmā dharmī ityucyate". If you 
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already know that the probandum cannot be predicated of the 
minor term, the latter loses its very character as a minor term 
and so the fallacy turns out to be one of *a$rayasiddhi'. 


Again a ‘hetu’ is not-‘hetu’, if it is not pervaded by the 
'sadhya' and if its incapacity to establish the *sadhya' is already 
made evident by a valid contradiction of the conclusion. In 
such a case the minor premise loses its character of showing the 
*paksadharmatā” or the relation between the middle term and 
the minor term. The term that we have assumed to be the 
middle term is not really the middle term. So its predication 
to the minor term is not ‘paksadharmata’ in the proper sense. 
From this consideration the fallacy turns out to be one of 
'svarüpasiddhi', because a real ‘hetu’ is not really predicated of 
the *paksa'. 

Dharmakirti'S objections may be summarised thus :—If 
you already know for certain that ‘A is not-C', the *hetu” ‘B’ 
is useless. Again if you already know that there is no valid 
contradiction to the proposition ‘A is C`, then too the ‘hetu’ 
is useless, since its function becomes superfluous. Hence the 
pre-established validity of the contradiction to the conclusion 
establishes *vyabhicāra” or ‘asiddhi’ or both. Hence *bādha” 
does not constitute an independent fallacy. 


Jayanta is well-reputed for his justice and fairness to the 
adversary. He tries his best to reinforce the position of his 
adversary by presenting new arguments on his behalf before 
going to demolish them. If the negation of the 'sádhya' is 
already known as truly predicated of the ‘paksa’, then the 
„ipaksa” itself is transformed into ‘vipaksa’ which is defined 
as ‘nigcitasidhyabhavavan.’ So the ‘hetu’ loses the authen- 
ticity of its character as necessitating its exclusion from 
"vipaksa^ (vipaksavyavrtti), 

Again it is necessary for a correct *hetu' to be present 
in *sapaksa'. Now ‘sapaksa’ is a relative term which can only 
be understood in relation to the *paksa” itself. If the paksa 
loses its authentic character and turns out to be a ‘vipaksa, 
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the intended ‘sapaksas’, such as the pitcher etc., forfeit their 
character as ‘sapaksa’ in the syllogism, ‘vahnih anuspah krtaka- 
tvāt, yathā ghatah’. The ‘hetu’ also thus forfeits its further 
authentic character of belonging to ‘sapaksa’ (sapaksavrttitva) 


in a syllogism where the falsity of the minor premise is 
easily recognised the ‘asiddhi’ fallacy is clearly evident. Thus 
in the syllogism, *hradah vahnimàn dhiimat’, the minor premise, 
*the lake has smoke’, is false, for its absence in the lake is an 
established fact. The Naiyāyikas will take this instance as 
exhibiting the combination of two fallacies, *badha' and 
*asiddhi. The Budhhists will take it as a case of ‘asiddhi’ 
alone, since they do not accept ‘badha’ as a separate fallacy. 
It should not be contended that, Dharmakirti’s dictum *badha- 
vinābhāvayoh virodhāt” fails in this case because the major 
premise *wherever there is smoke there is fire' is quite valid. 
The dictum is limited by the proviso,—'provided the minor 
premise is not questioned'. 


Gangeša thus correctly presents the Buddhist stand on 
*bādha” :—[“atha sādhyābhāvavati pakse hetoh sāttā-jitāne 
vyabhicarah, tadajfiane asiddhih, samsayayogyatvabhavena 
paksatvābhāvāt asrayasiddhisca”—A. C. G. p. 1871] 

To counter the arguments of Dharmakirti it is sometimes 
argued :—‘pakse vyabhicāro na dosah’. If this dictum is not 
accepted all inferences should be thrown to the four winds. 
Against the argument, ‘parvato vahnimàn dhümàt', one may then 
argue that the major premise is subject to violation, since we do 
not perceive fire in this mountain where smoke is perceived. 
Similarly, the Naiyayika’s argument that ‘the world has a. 
creator because it is produced’ may turn false, since we do not 
perceive a creator of the world. The reply is given that a violation 
of the major premise should not be shown taking the ‘paksa’ 
itself as an instance of *vyabhicāra”, The ‘sadhya’ is sought 
to be established in relation to the ‘paksa,’ because it is yet 
unestablished. Hence if this very unestablishedness is inter- 


preted as a violation of the 'vyapti' the very possibility of 
deductive argument is lost. 
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Gangeša is astute enough to sense the insufficiency of this 
argument. The moment you become sure that the probandum 
cannot be validly predicated of the minor term the major 
premise is bound to break down. If the minor premise is not 
questioned and the conclusion faces a direct coniradiction 
which is held valid, then there is no escape from the formal 
implication that the major premise must be false. To sense 
this *vyabhicāra” we need not at the outset present the *paksa” 
itself as an instance, because the falsity of the major premise 
follows purely formally. If you are asked to show an instance 
of ‘vyabhicara’ you may legitimately point to the ‘paksa’ itself 
in which the negation of the *sādhya” is accepted as a pre- 
established fact. When we take the major premise alone into 
consideration our recognition of its general validity should 
not require a verifying test by reference to the specific ‘paksa’. 
But if we definitely know beforehand that the *sādhya" does 
not belong to the ‘paksa’ the validity of the major premise 
is at once questioned. In short, the knowledge of the *sādhya" 
being predicated of the ‘paksa’ is not required for entertaining 
the general validity of the ‘vyapti’. But the undoubted know- 
ledge of the negation of the 'südhya' being predicated of the 
‘paksa’ necessarily implies the falsity of ‘vyapti’. 


It is true that doubt about thepresence of the ‘sadhya’ in the 
‘paksa’ provides inspiration for inference. But the whole process 
of syllogistic deduction becomes a pointless exercise if the 
conclusion is pre-established as false. As this falsity nece- 
ssarily invades the ‘vyapti’ itself, ‘vyabhicara’ 15 established 
as a fallacy in this case. So ‘badha’ is not a fallacy by tēli ; it 
Only unmistakably points to the fallacy of SUUM TG where 
the minor premise is not questioned, and to ‘asiddhi’ where 
the minor premise is false, but the major true. 

Vallabhācārya accepts this Buddhist argument when he 
remarks :—‘‘sa ca vyabhicaro bahirantašceti vJabticirdājāju 
tarbhütatvat"—(N.L. p. 608). Šamkaramišra explains :—[“bahyah 


sapaksah, ābhyantarah paksah, tathā ca igi m 
eva vyabhicārāt na hetvābhāsāntaratvam/ na hi pakse p | 
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same va vyabhicāra ityata aha sa ceti, dose sati neyam pari- 
bhāsā ityarthah'”—Ibid. pp. 607—609] 

The central point of this argument is that the dictum, *na 
pakse paksasame va vyabhicārah”, does not hold water when 
the validity of ‘badha’ enforces the falsity of *vyāpti.” 


So Gangeša is conscious that :—it cannot be argued that the 
knowledge of 'vyabhicára' is dependent on the knowledge of 
*büdha', and that hence *bādha” as the dependable (upajivya) is 
different from ‘vyabhicara’ as the dependent (upajivaka), 
‘GangeSsa feels the inadequacy of this defence when he remarks :— 


[na ca pakse sādhyābhāvam pratitya vyabhicdrajiiinam 
iti upajivyatvad badhah prthak, pakse sādhyābhāvapra- 
titireva hi sādhyābhāva-hetvoh sambandhollekhini iti 
ekavittivedyatvena nopajivyatvam”—A. C. G. p. 1871] 


—Provided the minor premise is valid the knowledge of the 
negation of the probandum in the ‘paksa’ covers within its scope 
the predicational relation between the probans and the negation 
of the probandum. In other words, the relation between the 
‘paksa’ and the negation of the ‘sadhya’, and the relation 
between the ‘hetu’ and the negation of the *sādhya” become 
simultaneous objects of the same knowledge. So ‘badha’ cannot 
be conceived as the ‘upajivya’ on which *vyabhicāra” depends. If 
you think that the knowledge of ‘badha’ does not encompass the 
relation between *hetu'and ‘sadhyabhava’ you should take it as 
a case of ‘asiddhi’, for the minor premise is bound to be false in 
that case. If ‘asiddhi’ is not there, the knowledge of ‘badha’ is 
bound to encompass the relation between the ‘hetu’ and *sādh- 
yabhava’. So *vyabhicāra” becomes ‘ekavittivedya’ or the object- 
of the same knowledge as grasps the ‘badha’. 

In the face of this formidable array of arguments Gangeša in 
his concept of ‘badha’ feels the necessity of proceeding upto the 
knowledge of validity of the ‘knowledge of ‘badha’. Indeed in 
his sequence of agruments Gaūgeša presents the need of the 
knowledge of validity in order to counter the Buddhist position. 
The knowledge of validity of a knowledge is different from that 


knowledge whose validity is known. In the case of ‘badha’, in this 
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view, as we have seen before, we require such an object-struct- 
ure of a higher knowledge as:—*the knowledge of the proposi- 
tion, ‘the lake has no fire’ is valid". The knowledge of *vyabhi- 
cira’ only comes after this knowledge of the validity of the 
condradictory propositional knowledge. In this way ‘badha’ 
and 'vyabhicára' are posited as separate objects of separate 
cognitions. We have shown before how Raghunātha has already 
demolished this particular defence of Gangeša. We have also 
seen how Gange$a has dismissed the claim of *upadhi' to be 
counted as an independent fault. There Gangeša has said that 
‘upadhi’ need not be recognised as a fault by itself, since it is 
only a pointer to the fault of *'vyabhicara'. The Buddhists may 
equally argue :—Why the same consideration should not be 
brought to bear upon ‘badha’ which also acts only as a pointer 
to ‘vyabhicara’ or ‘asiddhi’. 

The Naiyāyikas bring forward the familiar form of defence, 
namely, the conceptual difference between *bàdha' and ‘vyabhi- 
cara’. The knowledge of ‘badha’ directly affects the relation 
between ‘paksa’ and 'sadhya', the knowledge of ‘vyabhicara’ 
directly affects the relation between ‘hetu’ and 'sádhya' and the 
knowledge of ‘asiddhi’ directly affects the relation between ‘hetu’ 
and ‘paksa’. These three different relations are respectively 
contradicted by ‘badha’, ‘vyabhicara’ and ‘asiddhi’. Yet this 
epistemological defence is not sufficient to meet the /ogical 
objection raised by the Buddhists. The direct contradiction to 
inference logically entails *vyabhicāra” or ‘asiddhi’, and this 
entailment cannot be denied by the Naiyayikas. So the count- 
ing of ‘badha’ as a separate fallacy is superfluous. 

^ Raghunātha proposes a new epistemic defence. He envisages 
a situation in which there may not be any emergence of contra- 
diction within the process of inference progressing up to the stage 
of ‘paramarga’. The contradiction may emerge in EEO SSO NEL 
after the emergence of 'parāmarša”. In such a case tel 
prevents inference without the need of ‘asiddhi’ and ‘vyabhicara 
standing as the objests of implicatory knowledge. In this case 
the knowledge of ‘asiddhi’ or ‘vyabhicara’ emerges by implica- 
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tion only after the inhibition of inference by *badha' is already 
complete ; and so, looking for the implicatory knowledge of 
svyabhicāra” or ‘asiddhi’, though logically justified, is fruitless. 
In this way *badha' should be considered a separate fault inde- 
pendent of *vyabhicāra” or ‘asiddhi’—[“‘piirne ca karaņe sāksād 
anumityavirodhino vyabhicarajfianadeh akifcitkaratvat"— 
A. C. G. p. 1894[ 
Višvanātha in Muktāvalī explains the intention of Raghunā- 
tha. 


[*kifica yatra parāmaršānantaram badhabuddhih tatra 
vyabhicarajfianadeh akificitkaratvad badhasya anumiti- 
pratibandhakatvam vācyam”—under Kārikā 71] 


But we do not think that this new argument provides an 
adequate challenge to the Buddhist contention. Nobody denies 
that the knowledge of ‘badha’ directly contradicts or inhibits an 
inference. If somebody has the knowledge that ‘A is not-C’ he 
cannot at the same timeorat the immediately following moment 
entertain the knowledge that *A is C'. If somebody else 
has the false knowledge that A is C, he can be easily corrected 
by showing the contradiction, ‘A is not-C'. In ‘pararthanu- 
mana’ the Naiyayikas propose five constituent propositions. 
Let them be :— 

1) hrado vahnimān 

2) dravyatvat 

3) yat dravyatvavat tat vahnimat, yathā mahānasam 

4) hrado dravyatvavān 

5) ata eva hrado vahnimàn 


When somebody begins to place this syllogism the opponent 
may catch him at the very enunciatory proposition (pratijfia) by 
the counter-proposition *hrado na vahnimān” and thus the 
progress of syllogism- is stopped at the very outset. Ina tri- 
propositional syllogism (omitting the first two propositions) the 
opponent will catch him at the very major premise—‘whatever 
is a substance has fire’, and show ‘vyabhicara’ by pointing to the 


lake itself. The syllogism thus ceases to proceed at the very 
beginning. 


Pa 
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Again let us take the argument—‘hrado vahnimān dhimat’. 
If it is a five-member syllogism the proposer will be caught at 
the very ‘pratijiiavacana’. If it is a three-member syllogism he 
will be caught tripping at the minor premise—‘the lake has 
smoke’, by throwing in his face the true contradictory proposi- 
tion ‘the lake has no smoke’. 


Thus *asiddhi” and *vyabhicāra” belong to the very process of 
deduction, while *bádha' by itself does not belong to the process 
itself. To show the fallacy in the process of syllogistic thought, 
‘badha’ must point to the resultant ‘vyabhicara’ or ‘asiddhi’. 
The possible emergence of ‘badha’ after ‘paramarSsa’, as envisa- 
ged by Raghunātha, is a mere psychological chance which is not 
necessitated by anything within the process of syllogism. A 
logical fallacy should not be conceived on the basis of a rare 
psychological possibility, but on the basis of a fault in 
the deductive process itself. 


Section—V 
RAGHUNATHA’S EXAMPLE OF UNMIXED BADHA 


A highly critical mind like Raghunātha's cannot but sense 
the weakness of this psychological defence against purely logical 
objections. Hence he has carefully discovered a  syllogistic 
instance which involves *bādha” without involving ‘vyabhicara’ 
or ‘asiddhi’. According to Nyaya-Vaisesika theory a substance 
(dravya) is not produced together with its qualities. Since &. 
substance is supposed to be the inherent cause (samavāyikāraņa) 
of its quality, the simultaneous production of the quality and 
the qualified would break the causal nexus which implies a re- 
lation between an antecedent and a consequent. Hence the 
substance, at the moment of its production, is assumed to be 
Without any quality. Bearing this in mind let us take the kz 
ing false syllogism :—‘utpattiksanavacchinnah ghatah gandha 
vān, prthvītvāt', The full syllogism comes out to be :— 


1 . ` 
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^ 


* Whatever is earthy has smell. The pitcher at the moment 
of its production is earthy. 


Therefore, the pitcher at the moment of its production has 
smell". 


Raghunātha thinks that here the conclusion is wrong despite 
the correctness of both the premises. So this is an exclusive 
instance of *bādha” without involving ‘asiddhi’ or *vyabhicāra”. 
To account for the falsity of such an inference ‘badha’ should be 
counted as an independent fallacy. Raghunātha observes :— 


[“ata eva utpattikālāvacchinne ghate prthivītvādinā 
rūpādisādhane bādho nirābādham padam ādadhāti 
—A. C. G.—p. 1917] 


This discovery of an instance of unmixed ‘badha’ (asamkir- 
ņabādha) appears to bea hign-grade logical ingenuity of Raghu- 
natha. We think that on close examination this instance also 
fails to establish *bàdha' as a separate *hetvābhāsa” What is the 
‘paksa’ in this false syllogism? Is it the pure pitcher or the 
pitcher limited by the moment of production? Yt must be the 
latter, because we cannot validly say ‘ghatah gandhabhavavan’, 
while we can validly say "utpattikalàvacchinnah ghatah gandhā- 
bhiivavan’. The false syllogism does not propose to establish 
the presence of smell in relation to the pure pitcher, but to the 
pitcher qualified by the moment of production. The statement 
‘ghatah gandhābhāvavān' is false. Absolute negation of smell 
in the pitcher is not possible, because barring the moment of 
production smell is all along there. We take ‘abhava’ here as 
absolute negation or 'atyantābhāva” in the special sense of 
negation for all time and place. Now if absolute negation of 
smell cannot be predicated of the pitcher, it does not follow 
hence that absolute presence of smell (i.e. presence for all time 
and place) can be predicated of the same, for the pitcher has no 
smell at the moment of its production. So the major premise 
"whatever is earthy has smell' to be a true proposition, must 
havea pre-condition precluding the possible violation in the 
case of a pitcher as an earthy substance at the moment of its 
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production. In other words, this pre-condition is necessary for 
precluding any such misconception that the ‘vyapti’ involves an 
absolute presence of smell in an earthy substance for all time. 


This preclusion is necessary for the sake of an immaculate 
definition of ‘vyapti’ in which the *sādhya” must figure as the 
'apratiyogin' (not-counter-correlate) of * pratiyogi-asamanadhi- 
karana-atyantabhava’.* The negation of smell in the pitcher (at 
the moment of production) is ‘pratiyogi-samanadhikarana-atyant- 
bhava’, because with reference to different segments of time 
both the absence and the presence of smell belong to the same 
‘adhikarana’ or locus, the pitcher. By *pratiyogi-asamānādhi- 
karaņa-ātyantābhāva” we mean such a negation of smell as is 
never and nowhere co-locative with the presence of smell in the 
same ‘adhikarana’. The *sādhya”, ‘smell’, is not the ‘pratiyo- 
gin’ of such a *pratiyogi-asamānādhikaraņa-atyantābhāva", 
because both its presence and absence with reference to different 
points of time are possible in the same ‘adhikarana’, and because 
thus the absolute negation of smell in any earthy substance is 
impossible, The probans ‘earthiness’ is co-locative with such a 
probandum, i.e., ‘smell’. This concept of *vyāpti” shows that 
the *pitcher at the moment of production” is already precluded 
from the compass of 'vyāpti' :—‘whatever is earthy has smell’. 
If such preclusion were not premeditated by the very general 
definition of ‘vyapti’, this particular 'vyapt must have been 
subject to the fault of *vyabhicara'.? Again, if this preclusion is 
already guaranteed from before, then you already know at the 
time of the knowledge of this particular *vyāpti” that the pitcher 
at the moment of production has no smell. So the *paksa' turns 

* This concept is involved in the conclusive definition of ‘Vyapti’ offered 
by GangeSa (siddhānta-laksaņa) and is a necessary mark of recognition that 
in certain cases the *sàdhya' may be absent in the *paksa' and *sapaksas' at 
4 certain point of their space and time. 4 

+ This means that the conclusive general definition of papt cannot bs 
correctly applied to this particular ‘vyāpti without the established aware- 
ness that an earthy substance does not possess smell at the: (times ofits 


Production. 
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out to be 'niscitasádhyabhavavan', i.e, the negation of the 
‘sadhya’ (smell) is truly predicated of the *paksa” in your pre- 
established valid knowledge. The ‘paksa’ thus turns out to be 
*vipaksa' and the fallacy becomes one of āšrayāsiddhi” in the 
sense that this syllogism has no minor term worthy of the con- 
cept and definition of *paksa', because any correct understand- 
ing of the generalisation (vyāpti) in this case must involve the 
consciousness that an earthy substance at the moment of 
production cannot possess any smell. It cannot be argued that, 
-whether one is conscious of this limitation or not, the ‘vyapti’ 
is :correct nevertheless, for what is instrumental to a valid 
inference is not the objective validity of the ‘vyapti’, but the 
valid knowledge of the ‘vyapti’. 


Moreover, in placing a five-member syllogism in a debate 
in this case the opening debater will be tripped up by his 
oponent at the very enunciatory proposition (pratijītā), and the 
*paksa' at once will be unmasked as a ‘vipaksa’. The same 
will happen even if the contradiction opens up just after the 
*parāmarša” and the fault will be ‘asiddhi’. 


Raghunatha’s position is compromised from another stand- 
point. His instance of 'asamkīrņabādha” presupposes a situa- 
tion in which the conclusion is wrong despite the validity of 
both the premises. This is an unconvincing position. If the pre- 
mises are correct valid *parāmar$a” is bound to follow and then 
even Vrhaspati cannot prevent the correct conclusion. If the 
major premise (vyāpti) and the minor premise (paksadharmata) 
are accepted to be valid, then the *parāmarša,” correctly synthe- 
sised, must be taken as valid, and the conclusion, inevitably - 
following, cannot be rejected as invalid. ‘B is C’ (whatever 
IS earthy has smell) and *A is B' (the pitcher at the moment 
of production is earthy), are true premises. Then the proper 
. parámar$a' should be:—A is B which is C {the pitcher at 
the moment of production (A) is pervaded by earthiness (B) 
Which IS pervaded by smell (C). This then must be a valid 
pārāmarša” in : the form :—(gandha-vyāpya-prthivītva)-vān 
utpattikālāvacchinnah ghatah). Then by the law of transitive 
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‘predication the conclusion is bound to follow IS (C 
(utpattikalavacchinnah ghatah gandhavān). 


Now if you guestion the conclusion you must guestion the 
‘vyapti’-portion of *parāmarša”, because there is nothing to be 
said against the *paksadharmatā”-portion, since we have only 
the earthen pitchers in view. So, if you do not guestion the 
‘vyapti’-portion, you should have nothing against the inevitably 
following conclusion. That means that if the conclusion is 
rejected, you cannot but take the ‘vyapti’ ‘B is C” (whatever 
is earthy has smell) with a grain salt in the sense that it must 
be understood along with the premeditated exclusion of the 
case of an earthy substance at the time of its production. 
Thus the contradictory of the conclusion, that is, the absence 
of smell in the pitcher at the moment of its production is a 
foregone conclusion. 

The question is:—At the time of your understanding of 
the *vyāpti” that you have introduced whether or not you have 
appreciated the fact that an earthy ‘substance does not 
possess smell at the time of its production. If you have not 
appreciated it, it only means that you have failed to correctly 
apply the conclusive general definition of ‘vyapti’ to this parti- 
cular *vyāpti', since you have failed to recognise the necessity 
of the concept of "pratiyogi-asamānādhikaraņa-atyantābhāva- 
apratiyogi-sādhya” which is involved in the general definition. 
This lack of appreciation has then led you to à wrong under- 
standing of this particular *vyapti'. Then such a misconceiwed 
*Vyāpti' cannot escape the charge of *sādhāraņa-sabyabhicāra. 

Again, if at the time of understanding the ‘vyapti’ you 
have appreciated the fact that an earthy substance does not 
Possess smell at the time of its production, you are not at 
all entitled to have for your minor term ‘the pitcher at the time 
of its production.’ 

Then, logically speaking, the ‘paksa’ RA SAM 
be the ‘vipaksa’ and so the fallacy of *a$rayasiddhi ; ge 
It is for the critics to.judge, —which should be the better y 

: inciple of deduction, by 
of preserving the purity of the princip 
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admitting that a conclusion may be wrong despite the correct- 
ness of the premises, or, by admitting that, in such a situation 
as in which a valid contradiction of the conclusion is possible, 
one of the premises must be misconceived. The Buddhists 
definitely stand for the latter alternative. 


The Naiyayika-position is further complicated by their 
admission that it is always possible to raise a ‘satpratipaksa’ 
(counter-syllogism) against a ‘badhita’ syllogism. Thus against 
the syllogism *utpattiksaņāvacchinnah ghatah gandhavan 
prthvitvat’ it is possible to pose the counter-syllogism ‘utpatti- 
ksapávacchinnah ghatah gandhābhāvavān, svakārya-gandha 
pūrvaksaņāvacchinnatvāt (the cause being the antecedent must 
exist at least a moment before the effect). In that case *satpra- 
tipaksa' covers the scope of ‘badha’ and the latter may be 
dismissed as a separate fallacy. 


It is interesting to note that in the view of the neologicians 
'satpratipaksa' itself should be included within the scope of 
‘badha’, It is counted as a separate ‘hetvabhasa’ only apolo- 
getically in deference to the wishes of the revered ancient 
sage Gautama. Thus says Vi$vanàtha :— 


[ bādhavyāpyasatpratipakso — bhinna eva svatantrecchena 
muninā prthagupadešāt —Muktāvalī under Kàrika—71] 


In our discussion on ‘satpratipaksa’ we have finally upheld 
Dharmakīrti's contention against its being accepted as a 
separate fallacy. But if a choice is to be made between ‘badha” 
and 'satpratipaksa', we think, the latter has better reasons to 
be treated as a separate fault. 'Satpratipaksa' has at least 
the merit of covering the process of syllogism all along, while" 
*bádha' does not touch the process of syllogistic argument. If 
somebody is sure that ‘A is not-C’ he may at once counter 
the proposition ‘A is C” without enguiring into the structure 
of syllogistic argument which his Opponent may be pleased to 
pose. ‘Badha’ counters the wrong conclusion without any 
need of considering the syllogistic argument. So ‘badha’ 
cannot be treated as a fallacy of the deductive process. If you 
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want to relate it to the syllogistic process it must give way 
‘asiddhi’ or ‘vyabhicara’, as Dharmakirti has convincingly 
shown. 

Raghunatha’s position is vulnerable from another stand- 
point also. The Buddhist theory of momentariness of the real 
proceeds from the notion that an object differs from moment 
to moment, beeause the difference in moments invades the 
object itself. An object limited by one moment is not the same 
as the object limited by another. (višesaņabhedena višista- 
bhedah), In Raghunātha's illustration of ‘asamkirnabadha’, 
‘utpattiksanavacchinna-ghatah’ is differentiated from the *ghata” 
of other moments. If the two were really the same both might 
have equally figured as the ‘paksa’. But it is said, *ghato 
gandhavan’ is a true proposition, while *utpattiksaņāvacchinna- 
ghato gandhavàn' is false. The same predicate cannot be both 
truly and falsely predicated of one and the same subject. 
Hence the subjects of the two propositions must be different. 
This only means thai in relation to the *utpattiksapa' the pitcher 
is different from that which enters into relation with moments 
other than ‘utpattiksana’. The difference of the ‘ghata’ from 
moment to moment is only the next logical step. Thus Raghu- 
natha in his endeavour to protect the independent status of 
*bādha” as a fallacy has willy-nilly landed himself in the unwel- 
come Buddhist position of momentariness.* Višvanātha seems 
conscious of the predicament :—If the pitcher at the moment of 
production is really and exactly the same as itself at other mom- 
ents how can you find fault with the proposition that the pitcher, 
limited by the moment of production, has smell ? He replies 
that an inference in respect of a minor term involving limitation 
by certain points of time and space is established in our EU. 
ion (Muktāvalī under v. 71). But the.Buddhists would take i 
as an indirect admission that such limitation some how or other 
compromises the indentity of the object, 

5 artha- -nirūpaņa Raghunātha 
It is interesting to note that in Padārtha-tattva-nirup RARE 
has rejected time as a separate reality over and above Goo, 


S i instant (ksaņa) 
accepted the independent reality of the instant ( —Ptn pp 1-2 and pp 58-61 
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APPENDIX 


Section—I 
DINNĀGA AND DHARMAKĪRTI ON FALLACIES 


The Buddhists have rightly dismissed the claim of *bādha” 
and ‘satpratipaksa’ to be counted as independent logical 
fallacies. But this respect for Ockham’s Razor has been offset 
by their long list of ‘paksabhasas’ and *drstāntābhāsas”. 
«Paksābhāsa” or the fallacy of the pseudo-'paksa', the faulty 
minor term, is deduced from the definition of ‘paksa’ itself. 
Diūnāga* in Nyāyapraveša defines 'paksa' as :—**paksah prasi- 
ddho dharmi prasiddhavisesena-visistataya svayam sadhyatvena 
Ipsitah"—(Gkw. ed. p. 1). 


[A ‘paksa’ is that ‘dharmin’ (the qualified subject) which, 
on the strength of an established ‘dharma’ (hetu) qualifying 
it, is itself sought to be established as being qualified by another 
dharma (sádhya)].* 


Ordinarily it is said that what is sought to be established 
by inference is the probandum itself in relation to the minor 
term. But logically it will be more correct to say that a 
debater seeks to establish a total proposition as the object 
of a valid judgment. When we conclude that the mountain has 
fire we establish the subject ‘mountain’ itself as having the pre- 
dication of fire, on the strength of the fact that the same 
subject is already established as having the predication of the 
middle term ‘smoke’ that cannot exist without fire. Since it 
is the proposition as a whole that is to be established, the 
subject should appear as the substantive-substratum (višesya- 
dharmin) in relation to the predicable probandum. Thus the 
subject itself is ‘informative’ (gamaka) of inferentiai knowledge 
by virtue of its having the predication of the probans, and 


) 


*Many scholars are in doubt if the author of Nyāyapraveša is 
Dinnāga himself. 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 
C 


APP, DINNAGA AND DHARMAKIRTI ON FALLACIES 185 


again the same subject itself is the object (gamya) of inferential 
knowledge by virtue of its being sought to be established as 
having the predication of the probandum. This has been 
clearly stated by Kumārila :— 


“sa eva cobhayātmāyam 

gamyo gamaka eva ca/ 

asiddhenaikadešena 

gamyah siddhena bodhakah (Slv. Anu. v. 24-25) 


This verse of Kumārila has been approvingly quoted by 
Vācaspati in Tātparyatīkā and Jayanta in Nyayamaiijari. This 
logical conception of the minor term appearing both as the 
means and the end of knowledge follows from the fact that 
one total proposition is sought to be established on the basis 
Of another pre-established total proposition, both having the 
same subject ; and so what is established is not just a character 
(sādhyadharma), but a subject having that character (sādhya- 
dharmavišisto dharmī eva sadhyah). 


The meaning of Diünàga's definition of ‘paksa’ has been 
clearly brought out by Dharmakirti :— 


[“‘svariipenaiva svayam istah anirākrtah paksa iti, 
svarūpeņa iti sādhyatvena istah svarūpeņaiva 
= ; P bi) 
iti sādhyatvena eva istah, na sādhanatvena api 
—Nb. K. J. R. I. ed. p. 176] 


This shows that the *paksa' is to be established as the subject 
of a proposition in which the probandum can be validly predi- 
cated of it. : | 
In the context of identifying a pseudo-‘paksa’, what 5 
Significant in Dharmakirti’s definition is the expre ae 
rakrta’. Dharmottara explains :—‘pratyaksadibhih ki Nn 
yah arthah sa paksa ityucyate’ (Ibid.) This is aes 
a repetition of Dinnaga's remark in Wipro = E 
ksadyaviruddhah' (p. 1). It means that a real “pa ue " 
one which cannot be validly contradicted Pi i 
accepted valid judgments of perception and the like. __ 
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In Nyāyapraveša Dinnāga classifies fallacies into three 
types :—‘paksabhasas’ (fallacies of the pseudo-‘paksa)’, 
‘hetvabhasas’ (fallacies of the pseudo-‘probans’) and ‘drstanta- 
bhasas’ (fallacies of the pseudo-illustration). '*Paksābhāsas” 
and "drstāntābhāsas” are not really logical fallacies, because 
logically they are covered by *hetvābhāsas'. Hence Prof. 
Stcherbatsky is amply justified in reserving the term ‘logical 
fallacies’ only for ‘hetvabhasas’. "Paksābhāsas" are logically 
covered by *asiddha hetvābhāsa”. Since a pseudo-‘paksa’ is not 
a logical *paksa', the ‘hetu’ forfeits its character of *paksadhar- 
mata’. A real ‘paksa’ conforming to its definition (pratya- 
ksadibhih anirakrtah) being absent, the ‘hetu’ cannot be related 
to the ‘paksa’ that is /ogically absent and thus the *hetu' is 
caught in the fallacy of *āšrayāsiddhi.* 


Similarly *drstántábhàsas' should not also be considered 
as forming a separate group of logical fallacies. After dealing 
with ‘hetvabhasas’ Dharmakirti goes on to justify his deliberate 
omission of any separate definition of *drstánta' or illustration 
:—“trirtpo heturüktah iti na prthag drstānto nàma sādhanāva- 
yavah kašcit tena nāsya laksapam prthagucyate gatārthatvāt” 

—(Nb. p. 244). 

—A separate definition of ‘drstanta’ is needless. ‘Drstanta’ 
Should not be accepted as a member of the syllogism. A 
Correct logical ‘hetu’ has already been defined as having three 
inalienable characters :—sapaksavrttitva, vipaksavyüvrtti and 
paksadharmatā. The first two characters of the ‘hetu’ fully 
cover the notion of *drstánta' both in the positive and the 
counter-positive aspects. Hence a drstánta' need not figure 
asa part ofthe syllogism proper. At the end of his discussion 
on wrong examples Dharmakirti remarks :— 


[na hi ebhih drstāntābhāsaih hetoh sāmānyalaksaņam 
Sapakse eva sattvam vipakse ca sarvatra asattvam eva 


* The Nyāyabindu shows four kinds of *paksābhāsa” while the 
Nyāyapraveša shows nine. The latter calls them 'pratijfiadosa' i. e. 


inherent fault ofthe very thesis to be established. The Naiyāyikas would 
transfer most of them to ‘badhita hetvübhàsa' 
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ni$cayena Sakyam daršayitum, višesalaksaņam vā / 
tadarthāpattyā esām nirāso drastavyah" 
—Nb. p. 253] 


—An example is placed in order to demonstrate or suggest 
the necessary relation between the probans and the probandum. 
But this necessity is expressed in the very general character of 
the *hetu', i.e., its presence in positive instances and its total 
exclusion from counter-instances. The special character of the 
‘hetu’ rests in its being either a ‘svabhavahetu’ or a ‘karyahetu’. 
The ‘hetu’ figuring as the subject of an analytical general propo- 
sition serving as the major premise is cailed ‘svabhavahetu’. In 
such a proposition the probandum standing as the predicate is 
conceptually included in the subject, The stock example of an 
inference from ‘svabhavahetu’ is :—‘‘whatever is a *šimšapā” is a 
tree, this is a SimSapa' ; therefore, this is a tree". The concept 
of tree-ness is a part of the concept of ‘simsapa-ness’. Simšapā- 
ness' is constituted by its special character as a species of tree 
which differentiates it from other trees, and also by its, higher 
generic character as a tree, Thus the proposition “A *šimsapā” 
is a tree" is an assertion of the generic character of ireeness in 
relation to the species 'Simšapā'. As such the proposition 
analytically posits as its predicate the higher essential character 
of the subject itself. The predicate which is included in the 
notion of the subject is logically abstracted out of it and separa- 
tely fixed as a constructed predicate. The difference between 
the subject and the predicate is purely logical, but not material 
or factual. From this standpoint such a major premise, as In 
which a higher generic character is predicated of a lowen Species, 

"is a typical example of ‘tadatmyavyapti’ or generalisation based 
on identity. Another famous example of tādātmyavyāpti" is the 
Buddhist proposition of momentariness,— yat sat tat EUN 
(whatever is existent is momentary). It has been elabora a 
shown in Hetubindu and Arcata’scommentary there on how t ; 
concept of existence properly analysed encompasses thg R 
of momentariness. Such a proposition can be easily gaiss 

; *tīon based on the causal relation, 
guished from a general proposition 
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e.g., ‘wherever there is smoke there is fire’. It provides for an 
inference from the effect to the cause, and the middle term is 
called ‘karyahetu’. 


Now a wrong example fails to bring out either the general 
character or the special character of the *hetu', and so does not 
Serve the purpose for which it is placed in the syllogism. The 
example is fallacious in so far as it does not confirm or does 
violate the essential character of a ‘hetu’. If the fault of the 
example invades the ‘hetu’ in its relation to the *sádhya' it logi- 
cally passes to ‘anaikantika hetvabhasa’. Since an example is 
meant for demonstrating the truth of the major premise, what- 
ever is wrong in it should belong to the premise. At the close 
of the Nyāyabindu Dharmakirti remarks that the fallacies which 
should be demonstrated for refuting an argument are really 
‘hetvabhasas’ or fallacies of the middle term. These are the 
fallacies of deficient reason, namely, asiddha, viruddha and anai- 
kāntika. The exposure of any one or more of these fallacies is 
enough for refutation, This shows that the so-called fallacies 
of ‘paksa’ and ‘drstanta’ are not really logical fallacies. Logi- 
cally they should be and can be transferred to *hetvabhasas'.* 


Both in Nyāyapraveša and Pramāņasamuccaya Dinnāga 
includes the fallacy of antinomy (satpratipaksa) within the fold 
of ‘anaikantika hetvibhasa’. He has used the term ‘viruddha- 
vyabhicarin' to mean the same. In Nyayabindu Dharmakirti 
raises the question as to'why he has not mentioned the so-called 
antinomical fallacy, though it has been mentioned asa type of 
‘anaikantika’ by Dihnāga. Dharmakirti answers that it is simply 
logically impossible that two contradictory statements can both > 
be true. Dinnāga has mentioned this fallacy with the erroneous 
dogmatic systems in his mind. Some metaphysical propositions 
may be founded upon dogmatic premises not logically borne by 
facts. In such cases dogmatic assertions may be blocked by 


is ts PARIS — HÀ 
* In his comm. on Hetubindu Arcata shows at length why *drstánta' has 
no logical utility. At best "drstānta" may serve the Purpose of refreshing 
one's memory about 'vyàpti'. Moreover one may show a co-instantial 
example even in an 'anaitküntika-hetvabhüsa', Hbt. pp. 62-63 
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antinomical arguments counter-balancing the arguments of the 
opponent. Diūnāga in his Nyāyapraveša gives an instance of 
*viruddhāvyabhicārin" which is exactly given as an instance of 
‘satpratipaksa’ by Annambhatta in his Tarkasamgraha :— 


l. nityah sabdah Sravanatvat, šabdatvavat 


2. anityah Sabdah krtakatvāt, ghatavat 


The first assertion is simply countered by the second asser- 
tion without going deeper into the truth or falsity of the major 
or the minor premise involved herein. A decision is blocked 
without ascertaining the truth. So antinomy is not really a 
fallacy. Itis really meant for blocking the disputant's propo- 
sition without establishing one's own position. 


Section—2 
CLASSIFICATION OF FALLACIES IN NYAYAPRAVESA 


Anaikāntika 

Dinnāga's classification of *anaikāntika” is interesting on 
account of its showing the range of violation of the major 
premise. Of course, the widest possible violation is found 
in ‘viruddna hetvabhisa’ in which the assumed ‘hetu’ is always 
pervaded by the absence of the assumed ‘sadhya’ and so there 
is no scope of its exissence anywhere where the ‘sadhya’ is 
accepted as present. The logical distance between the ‘hetu 
and the 'südhya' is here at its longest. On the other extreme 
stands the ‘asadharaya’ in which the ‘hetu’ is related neither to 
*sapaksa’ nor to ‘vipaksa’ so that we have no way of saying 
Thus logically here the distance 
between the ‘hetu’ and the ‘sadhya’ is at its shortest, because 
we cannot definitely say if the ‘yyapti’ is violated or not. 
Proceeding along the range of violation we come to the BE: 
(1) of ‘anaikantika’ which is called *sapaksaikadesavtttil 
vipaksavyüpi. It is illustrated by ‘sabdah Miser S 
yakah anityatvàt,'—sound is ‘not-invariably-related-to-men 


either for or against it. 
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effort? (as its cause), because it is not eternal. Here the 
‘vipaksas’ are the pitcher etc. which are invariably related to 
mental effort, and also are pervaded by the hetu *non-eternity”. 
The 'sapaksas' here are both the non-eternal objects like lightning 
etc. which are not produced by any body's will and also the 
eternal objects like ether etc. which are not produced at all. 
The ‘hetu’ ‘not-eternity’ is present ina part of the ‘sapaksas’, 
i.e., lightning etc., but not in the other part, ie. ether etc. In 
comparison with *viruddha' here the range of violation narrows 
down somewhat, for the middle term meets a part of *sapaksas' 
at least. 


The range of violation in further shrunken when the absence 
of relation between the ‘hetu’ and the ‘sadhya’ becomes roughly 
counter-poised by the presence of the relation. We may call 
it the middle range of violation. This is illustrated in *sādhā- 
raga anaikantika’ (2). The instance is *$abdah nityah pra- 
meyatvat’ (sound is eternal, because it is knowable). The ‘hetu’ 
*knowability' encompasses the whole universe and so is common 
to both eternal (sapaksa) and not-eternal (vipaksa) objects. The 
probans is comprehensively distributed between the absence 
and the presence of the probandum. 


Another variety (3) of this middie-range violation is called 
ubhayapaksaikadesavrtti, i.e., where the *hetu” exists both in a 
part of 'sapaksas' and a part of 'vipaksas'. The instance is 
is *sabdah nityah amūrtatvāt (sound is eternal because it is 
inactive). The 'sapaksas' here are the eternal objects like the 
sky, the atom etc. The probans ‘inactivity’ is present in a part 
of *sapaksas' such as the Sky, but is absent in another portion 
of ‘sapaksas’ like the atom etc. The probans both meets and 
does not meet the 'sapaksas' in parts. Again the *vipaksas' 
are the pitcher, happiness etc. which are not eternal. The 
probans *inactivity' is present in a part of the ‘vipaksas’ such 
as happiness and is also absent in another part of the *vipaksas' 
such as the pitcher. The probans thus meets a section each 
of both the 'sapaksas' and 'vipaksas'. It also does not meet 
& section each of ‘sapaksas’ and ‘vipaksas’. In this sense it 
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has got an approximately equal distribution between the 
presence and the absence of the probandum. So this may also 
be called an instance of middle-range violation. The distinction 
from the example of *sādhāraņa anaikāntika” is determined by 
the all-pervasive character of the *sādhāraņa probans. Knowa- 
bility covers the whole universe and thus equally meets ali 
possible *sapaksas” and *vipaksas' 


From this middle range the violation of the major premise 
further narrows down in the variety (4) of *anaikāntika” which 
is called vipaksaikade$avrtti-sapaksavyüpi. The instance is— 
*$abdah prayatnanantariyakah anityatvāt” (sound is invaria- 
bly-related-to-mental-effort, because it is non-eternal) The 
*sapaksas' are the pitcher etc. which are pervaded by the pro- 
bans ‘non-eternity’. The *vipakgas” are the lightning, the sky 
and so on (which are not invariably related to mental effort). 
But the probans ‘anityatva’ touches a part of ‘vipaksas’, l.e., 
lightning etc. and not the other part like the sky etc. Here 
we can no longer speak of the even distribution of the probans 
between the absence and the presence of the probandum, 
because the probans touches all the *sapaksas* and only a part 
of the ‘vipakgas’. 

In both asadharana (5) and viruddhāvyabhicārin (6) the 
violation comes to its narrowest range. In ‘asadharana’, 
because the probans is totally excluded from all *sapaksas” and 
vipaksas' and is confined to the ‘pakşa alone, we cannot say 
from the character of the probans itself whether the major 
premise is anywhere violated or not. In ‘viruddhavyabhicarin 
also the violation is not proved, because two contradictories 

“have blocked each other. We habe re-arranged the six varie- 
ties of ‘anaikantika’ in the descending order of violation of the 


tyyāpti". 
Asiddha 
Asiddha has been classified into four types -— 


(1) In ubhayüsiddha the probans is unestablished in reion 
to the minor term both according tO the respondent an 
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opponent. The example is—*šabdah anityah cāksusatvāt” 
(sound is not-eternal, because it is visible). Here both the res- 
pondent and the opponent have got to agree that the minor 
premise ‘sound is visible’ is false. The probans ‘visibility’ is 
accepted by both the parties as unestablished in relation to the 
minor term. The range of unestablishedness of the probans is 
here at its greatest. 


(2) In anyatarasiddha the probans is unestablished either for 
the respondent or for the opponent, but not for the both. This 
is important and interesting on the account that if the minor 
premise is questioned the line of debate is at once deflectcd 
towards establishing the minor premise. The Naiyāyika states— 
‘sabdah anityah krtakatvat’. If the opponent is a Mimamsaka 
he will at once challenge the minor premise ‘sound is created’, 
and will not allow the Naiyāyika to proceed further before the 
latter can satisfactorily prove the validity of the minor 
premise. 


(3) In sandigdhāsiddha the term that is posed as the probans 
is itself doubtful. Suppose somebody looking at a meadow from 
a fair distance takes it as containing fire, seeing smoke rising 
from it. His companion may raise the question :—‘how do you 
take it to be smoke ? It may be vapour or dust kicked up by 
wind’. The middle term is thus subject to doubt, and before we 
can ascertain if it is smoke or not we can say nothing about the 
conclusion. 


(4) Diñnāga’s example of ‘asrayasiddha’ is also interesting 
from the point that the very minor term may be questioned by 
the opponent, though the respodent thinks it all right. Take 
the argument—'akàsam dravyam guņāšrayatvāt” (ether is a 2 
substance, because it possesses properties). If the opponent is 
a Buddhist or Cārvākite he will challenge the minor term itself, 
because he does not recognise ether as a real object at all. The 
respondent will be challenged to establish the reality of ether. 
The direction of the debate will be then turned towards a new 
problem. It should be noted that Difinaga’s example of tāšra- 
yasiddha’ fares better than the example of the Naiyāyika who 
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normally illustrates this fallacy by taking as minor terms such 
impossible objects as the skyflower or golden mountain. Such 
minor terms are too absurd to be seriously considered as objects. 
of debate. But in Dinnàga's example the opponent will block 
the argument at the very outset by challenging the proposer to 
prove the ontological status of the minor term. 


Viruddha 


Diūnāga divides ‘viruddha’ into four types,—(1) dharmasva-- 
rüpaviparitasádhana, (2) dharmaviSesaviparitasadhana, (3) 
dharmisvarūpaviparītasādhana, (4)  dharmivi$esaviparitasa- 
dhana. 

(1) The first type is illustrated by an example which the 
Naiyāyikas generally present as a well-known illustration of 
‘viruddha’—‘nityah $abdah krtakatvat'. The prohans ‘krtakatva’ 
establishes the character ‘non-eternity’, just the opposite of the 
character ‘eternity’ which is the intended probandum. 


(2) The instance of the second type is interesting, for it 
shows the fallacy in the Sāmkhya inference of the soul. This. 
familiar inference applied by the Sāmkhya runs as follows :— 
‘caksuradayah pararthah samghatatvat, §ayanadivat’ (whatever 
is a composite object serves the purpose of somebody else, e.g., 
a bedstead. Objects like the sense-organs, etc. are compo- 
site objects; therefore, they serve the purpose of somebody 


else). The Sāmkhya means that this ‘somebody else’ is the: 


permanent soul ‘purusa’. This is challenged by the Buddhists. 


According to the Sāmkhya view the soul is an indivisible- 


monolithic unit of consciousness. The purpose of the Samkhya 


cannot be served simply by proving that a composite object 
exists for others. It must also prove that this ‘other’ must be a. 
non-composite object, otherwise the soul cannot be Eat 
But the probans ‘compositeness’ establishes only a paste 
other object on the strength of the example, bog ba 
exists for the physical comfort of the composite human si n h 
does not prove that the ‘other’, for which the composite © 5 > 
sense-organs, bedstead is a non-composite un ry 
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consciousness, The Samkhya does not intend to prove simply 
‘pararthya’ or ‘existence for other's purpose’. But it wants to 
prove a special property of the probandum, namely, the non- 
compositeness of the ‘other’ (sādhyadharmavišega—asamhata- 
pararthatva’. Yet this special property of the *sādhya” has not 
been proved. On the contrary, what rather unwillingly comes 
to be proved is just the opposite of the intended property of the 
probandum. 


(3) The illustration of the third type has a special signi- 
ficance, for the probans here, shown as establishing the proban- 
dum, may also be shown as establishing the contradictory of 
the minor term (dharmisvarūpaviparīta-sādhana). Dinnāga 
illustrates this type of ‘viruddha’ in the following example :— 
*bhāvah na dravyamn a guņaļ na karma; ekadravyavattvat, 
guņakarmasu ca bhāvāt, sāmānyavišesava”. Here the minor 
term ‘bhava’ stands for *sattā” (being or existence), the supreme 
universal according to the Nyāya-Vaišesika theory. It is nota 
substance, since it may have for its locus even a slngle uncon- 
stituted indivisible substance such as the atom, the soul etc. The 
Vaisesikas think that a substance may be only of two kinds, 
adravya and anekadravya. An adravya substance is a non- 
composite object which is not constituted of substantive consti- 
tuents, i.e., it has no parts as its constituent substances. Thus 
the sky, the atom, the soul etc. are adravya substances, because 
they are not formed by collocation of organised substantive 
parts as the constituents. So they are indivisible units. 


Again the substances beginning from ‘dvyanuka’ (dyad) 
onwards are aneka-dravya substances, for they are constituted of 
parts which are themselves substances. The highest universal, 
being or existence, to be a substance, should have been either 
adravya or anekadravya. But it is neither of the two. An adravya- 
substance, having no constituents, does not exist in any locus 
through the relation of inherence (samavāya). But ‘existence’ 
"or ‘being’ exists by inherence even in a non-composite substance 
like an atom. Again an anekadravya-substance exists in its parts 
‘through inherence. But a universal has no parts. Hence a 
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universal, being excluded from the domain of both adravya and 
anekadravya substances, cannot itself be a substance. Existence 
is a universal, and hence not a substance; e.g., the particular 
universal ‘dravyatva’ which belongs through ‘inherence’ (sama- 
bāya) to partless unitary substances like atom etc., but is itself 
not a substance. The probans ‘“‘ekadravyavattva” here means 
“having for one’s locus a unitary partless substance (through in- 
herence). No substance can inhere in such a substance. The 
example 'sāmānya-višega” here means the particular universal 
*dravyatva', Since a universal has no parts the question of 
*aneka-dravya' does not arise. 


An action does not belong through inherence to another 
action. But ‘existence’ belongs to an action through the same 
relation. So ‘existence’ is not an action (karma). Here the 
example is the particular universal ‘karmatva’ which unlike 
‘karman’ is ‘inherent’ in ‘karmans’. Similarly, a quality is not 
inherent in another quality. But existence" exists in a quality 
through inherence. Thus ‘existence’ cannot be a quality. Here 
the example is the particular universal *guņatva” which unlike 
‘guna’ is inherent in ‘suyas’. Hence, ‘existence’ as a universal is 
neither a substance, nor an action, nor a quality. 


The Buddhists expose the fallacious character of this 
Vaisesika syllogism. One may equally argue that :—'exis- 
tence (bhāva) is non-existence (abhāva), because it is inherent 
in a non-composite substance, just like substantivity (dravyatva) 
which belongs to atom etc. ‘Dravyatva’ is a universal, but 
is different from the universal ‘existence’. So it 15 ‘non- 
existence’. Thus the probans ‘ekadravyavattva’ may establish 
non-existence also which is the contradictory of the ‘paksa’ 


ā - , (3 
‘existence’. Similarly, the probans, "guņesu bhavah onika 
aun DE vah’, would go to prove that ‘existence 15 T 

- t s: s 
tence’, because the exam ples ‘gunatva’ or karmatva 1s non 


» : defi: i this exposure of the 
existence’ in a similar way. In our view p 


fallacy in this particular instance 1S aei very MEI. 
The probans ‘ekadravyavattva’ belongs to dravyatva: yac 8 
ansis Cu different from the universal existence". 
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The same probans belongs to ‘existence’ also. The author of 
Nyāyapraveša means to say (acc. to commentators) that the 
probans, thus commonly belonging to both ‘existence’ and non- 
existence’, also may establish non-existence of the minor term 
‘existence’, This is an absurd argument, because its acceptance 
would demolish the very possibility of syllogistic inference. 
One may equally argue that :—*the mountain is not-mountain, 
because it has smoke just as the kitchen”. The probans 
‘smoke’ equally belongs both to the mountain and the kitchen 
which is *not-mountain” Thus on the same line of argument 
the probans ‘smoke’ would prove the mountain to be a not- 
mountain. 

Pāršvadeva, the sub-commentator of Haribhadra’s commen- 
tary on Nyāyapraveša has taken pains to offer a charitable 
interpretation of Dinnāga's intention. He says that ‘dravyatva’ 
is contradictory to ‘bhava’ or ‘existence’, since it Is *a-b/iáva* 
or non-'existence'. 

In this way the ‘sapaksa’ ‘dravyatva’ turns to be the 
*vipaksa. Following this line of argument one may equally 
argue that the Kitchen is also contradictory to the mountain, 
because it is not-mountain. Hence the kitchen too turns out 
to be a *vipakga'. The ‘hetu’ ‘smoke’ belongs to the *vipaksa.” 
Thus it is vitiated by the fallacy of contradictoriness (virudha- 
laksaņatā), and so it establishes the mountain itself as the not- 
mountain. The absurdity of the argument may be shown in 
the following way :— 


A man is mortal 
A bird is mortal 


A bird is not-man a man is not-bird c 
Or 
.. A man is not-man .. a bird is not-bird 


Anyway we fail to understand the real meaning of this 
particular illustration of *viruddha” fallacy provided by the 
author of Nyāyapraveša. 


4. The same illustration goes to furnish the example of 
the fourth type of ‘viruddha’, namely, ‘dharmivisega-viparita- 
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südhana'. ‘Existence’ as the supreme universal category is 
supposed by the Vaišesika to be the object which is responsible 
for engendering the persistent positive cognition of ‘being’ 
(sat), such as ‘this is’, ‘this is and so on. So it is *sat-pratyaya- 
kartr. Here ‘pratyaya’ means congnition. 

Now ‘dravyatva’, the example, is responsible for engendering 
the persistent cognition of ‘substance’ such as ‘this is a 
substance, this is a substance and so on. So it is different 
from 'sat-pratyayakartr', because it is ‘dravya-pratyayakartr’. 
Hence it is ‘a-sat-pratyayakartr’. Thus on the strength of the 
example ‘dravyatva’ (also ‘gunatva’ and *karmatva) what we 
get proved about the minor term ‘existence’ is the opposite 
of its property that is intended to be established, that is, we 
get (not-(sat-pratyayakartr)) or, $not-(engendering the positive 
cognition of being)} instead of the intended property, 'sat- 
pratyayakartr or ‘engendering the positive cognition of 
being.’ 

Our objection against the exposure of this fallacy is the 
same as we have said before under (3). As far as we can 
learn from the commentators we are not satisfied that we have 
been able to understand what the author of Nyāyapraveša 


means 10 say. | 
The accusations against this Vaisesika syllogism will be 
transferred by the Naiyāyika to the class of sophisti (jāti- 
false accusation). The commentators are conscious of it and 
take pains‘to defend the author of Nyayapravesa, s aeS 
vincingly, we think. We stop here without further elaboration. 
* It is to be noted that Dharmakirti has not accepted these 
ilustrations of *viruddha hetvābhāsa” found in the Me 
praveša. In his Nyāyabindu he is satisfied with pe S ii 
Sabdah nityah krtakatvāt. In his view absence of the p 


: -]j ces toge- 
in the co-instances and presence in. the counter-instan g 


i i hetvābhāsa.” 
ther constitute the essence of ‘viruddha | i 
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Anuyogin 
Anuyogitā 
Pratiyogin 
Pratiyogita 


Avaccheda 
Avacchedaka 
Avacchedaka dharma 
Avacchedakata 
Avacchedya 
Avacchedyata 
Avacchinna 
Avacchinnata 


Ekajiiana-visaya 
Ekajiiana-visayata (-tva) 
Ekajiiana-vedya 
Ekavitti-vedya 
Tulya-vittivedya 
Ekajiiāna-vedyatā (-tva) 
Ekavitti-vedyata (-tva) 


Tulya-vitti-vedyatā (-tva) 


Nirūpaka 
Nirūpya 


Correlate 
Correlativity 
Counter-correlate 
Counter-correlativity 


limitation 

limitor 

limiting character or property 
limitor-ness 

limitable 

limitability 

limited 

limitedness 


Cognitive co-content 
Cognitive co-contentiveness 
Co-apprehenible, 


Co-cognizable 


Co-apprehensibility, 
Co-cognizability 


determinant 
determinable 


Nirūpya-nirūpaka-sambandha Relation of determinance 


Paraspara-nirüpya- 
nirüpaka-sambandha 


Nirūpakatā (-tva) 
Nirūpyatā (-tva) 


Visaya 

. Visayatā (-tva) 

Visayaln 

Visayita (-tva). 
Visaya-visayi-sambandha 


relation of co-derminance, 
co-determinability. 
determinance 
determinability 


object,content, object-content 
object-ness 

subject 

subjectness 

subject-object relation. 


CCO. Vasishtha Tripathi Collection. Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


202 


Vi$ista-vaišistya 


Višesya 
Visesyata (-tva) 
Višesaņa 
Visésanata (-tva) 
Prakāra 
Prakāratā (-tva) 


Vyāpaka 
Vyāpakatā (-tva) 
Vyāpta 

Vyāpya 
Vyāpyatā (-tva) 
Vyāpti 


£ Samānādhikaraņa 
Sāmānādhikaraņya 
Vyadhikaraņa 


Vaiyadhikaraņya 


Hetu, linga, sidhana 


Sādhya 
Paksa 
Sapaksa 
Vipaksa 
Parāmarša 
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relation of relations, 
qualified relation. 
substantive 
substantivity 
adjective 

adjectivity ` 
congnitive adjective 
congnitive adjectivity 


pervasive, pervader 
pervasiveness 

pervaded 

pervasible 

pervasibility 

pervasion, generalisation, 
inductive generalisation. 
Co-locative, 
Co-locativity, 
las 
Counter-locative, 
Vē let 
Counter-locativity, 
Isis 


probans, reason, 

middle term 
probandum,major term 
minor term, subject 
co-instance 
counter-instance 
Synthetic judgment 
involving the relation 
between the minor 
premise and the major 
premise. 
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